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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate police promotion and channels of
mobility from an "appointed perspective" by those who do the appointments, as well as
those chosen for the appointment. There were two ultimate goals of this study. The first
was to describe the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives, and
the importance of non-performance based criteria and performance based criteria used in
promotion decision making by police chiefs and perceptions of use by subordinate police
executives. The second was to extend the intra-organizational mobility model developed
by Beehr and Taber (1993), with four additional non-performance based criteria of office
politics, trust, personality, and physical attractiveness, to examine its explanatory power,
and the reliability and validity of the new factors in the context of the original model.
This study used a quantitative, non-experimental, descriptive, exploratory
(comparative), and correlation (explanatory) survey research design to examine the
relationships between variables. The study compared the criteria used for promotion;
performance andlor non-performance criteria, by surveying selected chiefs, sheriffs, and
directors, identified as the agency head, and the perceptions of those who were appointed
to upper command level positions by their respective agency head.
The sampling plan involved obtaining an active member list from the IACP of
Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives. Twelve thousand-seven hundred-seventy

(12,770) Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives in the United States that are active
members of the IACP were invited to participate in the one month survey. Those
members of the accessible population that submitted the survey constituted the final data
producing sample.

Five different scales were used in this study, measuring reliable and exceptional
performance, luck and favoritism, office politics, demographics, trust, personality, and
physical attractiveness. Findings indicated that all scales were valid and reliable
instruments, including the 38-Item Intra-OrganizationalMobility Channels Questionnaire
(IMCQ), which was modified by the researcher from Beer and Taber's (1993) original
Four Factor IMCQ.
Findings also identified that chiefs rate reliable performance, personality, and
trust criteria significantly more important than subordinate police executives in

promotion decisions. Subordinate police executives rated exceptionalperformance,
demographic, luck and favoritism, and ofice politics criteria significantly more important

than police chiefs in promotion decisions.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
Introduction and Background to the Problem

Policing in America has gone through several transitions over the past 200 years
(Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson, & McLaren, 1997; Senna & Siegel, 2002). From
operating independently and without coordination or common ground, to the modern era
resulting from milestones such as the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice in 1967 to the Homeland Security Act of 2002, policing has
evolved as one of three main components (law enforcement, courts and corrections) in
the criminal justice system (Senna & Siegel, 2002).
Today, policing has advanced beyond the single responsibility of enforcing the
law. Examples include, but are not limited to, identifying the nature and causes of crime,
designing effective police and traffic operations, properly allocating resources,
developing community programs, and preventing crime (Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson, &
McLaren, 1997; Senna & Siegel, 2002; Wilson & McLaren, 1972).Policingis
jurisdictionally conceived at the federal, state, county, and municipal levels, and
institutions can be as small as one or two sworn volunteers to several thousand full time
employees.
The size of the organization can influence the hierarchy of command where
policing is a 24-hour, 365-days a year operation. Police administrators, who are
responsible for public safety, enforcing the law, information and fiscal management, as
well as human resource management, have developed administrative policies and
procedures, and a chain-of-command to ensure that organizational policies and

procedures are followed (Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson, & McLaren, 1997; Senna &
Siegel, 2002; Wilson & McLaren, 1972).
Dantzker (1996) identified that most modem works on police administration
focused on the functions that must be served in police organizations. Administrative
functions include, but are not limited to managing patrol and traffic activities,
investigations, inspections, personnel, supervision, reducing crime and criminal
victimization, and providing emergency and medical service (Moore & Braga, 2004).
The position held accountable for the administration of these functions is the police chief.
Police chiefs are responsible for the "policy and administrative control over all of the
depmtment's operating branches" (Senna & Siegel, 2002, p. 177).
Police chiefs are either selected or appointed hom within the police agency as a
result of their performance and working their way up the rank structure (Dantzker, 1996)
or in the case of the sheriff position, they are elected into office by the people through the
election process. In the case of the former, appointment to the chief position is generally
made through a city manger system, council system, or strong mayor system, of which,
the principle difference is how selection is made. Regardless of the political process, the
chief executive is appointed or voted into office to carry out the will of the people,
manager, or mayor. Once they are in office, if they want to remain as such, they need to
rely on their hiring and selection practices, performance evaluations, discipline process,
political acumen, and the promotion of supervisors to ensure that their policies, goals and
objectives are met or exceeded.
The research does not offer a definitive perspective of the qualifying criteria
necessary for the chief position. "It is evident that additional information about the

position of police chief is needed" (Dantzker, 1996, Introduction section, 7 19).
Although, Kitzman's (1999) analysis of the police chief position in the State of Illinois
investigated the tasks necessary to perform, as well as the knowledge, skills, and abilities
needed to perform, it was limited by the number of respondents within the State. His
investigation did, however, identify several skills the participants (chiefs) believed to be
important, which included leadership skills, verbal and nonverbal skills, decision, and
problem solving skills.
Most police chiefs are promoted as a result of working up the ranks. "Although
this progression could possibly provide the potential chief with the skills and requisites
needed to fulfill the job, historically, it usually provides an extremely limited amount of
training and preparation for the position of police chief' (Dantzker, 1996, Introduction
section, 7 14). As with chiefs who rise through the ranks, the same holds true for many
of their subordinate police executives.
With so much at stake regarding public safety and the inherent costs involved, the
position of police chief and how they administer priorities, policies, and procedures that
ensure the integrity of service, is of concern (Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson, & McLaren,
1997). Further, due to the fact that policing is a 24 hour, seven days a week reality, those
who they place into senior command positions that ensure the chiefs goals and directives
are followed during the hours of hislher absence, are of equal concern.

Statement of the Problem
There are several research issues that encompass this investigation of the
promotion process. The first involves performance, relationships and bias in measuring
performance, and how these measurements influence the promotional process. The

second issue deals with the specifics of reliable vs. exceptional performance, how they
are used in promotional process, and how they are perceived by those being promoted.
The third issue focuses on the use of non-performance factors that influence the
promotional process. Finally, a concern for which performance or non-performance issue
has the greatest impact or is perceived as having the greater impact on promotion at the
subordinate police executive position (command staff).
Performance, Relationships, and Upward Mobility

There were few empirical studies found that identified the direct relationship
between measured employee outcome and upward promotion. Phelan and Lin (2001)
found that many organizations instead rely on a merit or rank order system in which those
receiving the highest performance ratings have the greatest likelihood of being promoted.
Research suggests that in public, non-profit, and in many cases, private organizational
environments, individual performance measures, of one type or another are considered in
order to evaluate one's affect in achieving set goals and objectives (Lindblom, 2007;
Murphy, Cleveland, Kinney, & Skattebo, 2003: Scheuing, 1999). It m h e r indicates that
the idea to evaluate in a formal manner provides the employee with direction, identifies
individual strengths and weaknesses, rewards those who deserve such, and in some cases,
uses an instrument to document poor performance for demotion and termination (Crane,
2000; Mark, 1993).
Schyns (2006) found that the relationship between the supervisor and subordinate
is so significant that a mismatch of the two regarding leadership traits, behaviors,
performance, characteristics, andlor stereotypes can have an adverse affect on promotion;
commonality between those evaluating and those being evaluated can have a very

positive affect on promotion. Cited works clearly identify the need to establish and
maintain an instrument that should effectively and accurately define and measure
employee performance (Boswell & Boudreau, 2000). Bender (2005) found that the
importance of "vigorous networking" was an important element in promotional
opportunities, similar to studies by Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, and Anthony (1999),
Kacmar and Carlson (1997), and Kacmar and Ferris (1991).
Reliable Performance, Exceptional Performance, Promotion and Perceptions

Performance and how it is measured has been the subject of a number of studies.
Beehr and Taber (1993) looked at performance from two perspectives: 1) reliable and
exceptional performance and 2) how each interacts within the promotional process "It is
a common, understandable practice that those with the highest technical skills or
individual contributor results (e.g., sales, quality, speed, etc.) are promoted to the next
level in the organization's hierarchy, typically to a supervisor or management role"
(Lindbom, 2007, The Promotional Paradox section, 7 1).
Beehr, Nair, Gudanowski, and Such (2004) researched which performance factor
is perceived as having a greater promotional impact. These upward mobility descriptors
include identifying the attributes and skills necessary for each task or project, addressing
generational gaps and motivating accordingly, and blending and funneling individual
skills and qualities toward meeting individual and collective goals and objectives (Patota,
Schwartz, & Schwartz, 2007). There was a tendency that individuals perceived that their
promotion was based on reliable and exceptional performance factors rather than nonperformance factors (Beehr, Nair, Gudanowski, & Such, 2004, Limitations section, 7 3).

Non-performance Factors and Promotion

Non-performance based factors such as personal appearance, trustworthiness, and
office politics are a concern when they affect the promotional process, or are perceived as
such. "We show that firms place too little weight on supervisor appraisals and other
subjective opinions of performance, giving too much weight to noncorruptible measures
such as seniority in compensation and promotion decisions" (Prendergast & Topel, 1996,

14). Beehr, Nair, Gudanowski, and Such (2004) found that promotions that are based on
exceptional or reliable performance are perceived as fair, and that promotions based on
luck and favoritism or on other non-performance factors are unfair. For example, Ferris,
Frink, Galang, and Zhou (1996) found that in an organizational setting, office politics is
exhibited more at the higher levels than the lower ones.

As a consequence, the

employees at the lower levels of these organizations perceived that with this nonperformance factor in play, there was a greater need to demonstrate political influence if
one wanted to be promoted.
Although major police institutions and administrators recognize the need and the
potential of a quantifiable and qualitative means of evaluating personnel, this study failed
to find established methodology for evaluating subjective variables such as interpersonal
skills and demeanor uniformly. Further, to what degree these variables contribute toward
promotion also was elusive. "Workers and management disagree as to which types of
organizational behavior should be rewarded with promotion or a better job" (Beehr &
Taber, 1993, Introduction section, 7 4).

The Selection Process for Senior Command Staff
A fundamental issue that becomes apparent when focusing on organizational
commitment through continuous supervision is that in most police agencies, first line and
mid-management promotion is based on written or oral testing, previous performance, or
a combination thereof (Caldwell, Thorton, & Gruys, 2003: Whetstone, 2000). Through
the testing process, placement is based upon the highest scoring. When seniority is used
as sole criteria, or in conjunction with formal testing, ranking determines the next in line
(Phelan & Zhianglin, 2001. In regard to previous performance, the performance
appraisal system is the document most often referenced. The intent, again, is to ensure
organizational continuity and that the best possible candidate for the position is selected
(Phelan & Zhianglin, 2001; Whetstone, 2000).
At senior command levels, however, this may not be the case. Instead, positions
made through appointment by the department head without formal testing and with little
if no regard to the organization's performance appraisal system may be used. When
performance appraisals are used, how much consideration is given between reliable and
exceptional performance and non-performance criteria is an area of interest. In cases
such as these, why, in an organization that inherently uses performance appraisal systems
to measure, evaluate, and rate performance, would these instruments not be used? What
significant appointment criteria are used instead to determine who the best candidate for
the job is?
In cases where appointment is solely or in part based on previous performance,
what are the performance benchmarks and are the performance tools accurate in their
measurement and free of bias? Are non-performance issues such as personality, trust, or

office politics significant and, if so, to what degree? The focus of this study is to identify
what criteria are considered most valuable in the police promotional process for the
position of subordinate police executive.
Theoretical Framework

According to Ramlall(2004), an organization takes approximately a $1 million
dollar loss for every 10 managerial and professional employees who leave. Clearly, it is
in the best interest of most organizations to retain critical employees as the impact itself
is further increased when the organization loses an extensive knowledge base. Therefore,
organizations need to understand motivational factors, such as promotion, in order to
retain these, as well as other valued employees. The following is a synthesis of employee
motivational theories:

Maslow's Need Hierarchy Theory
Maslow's (1943) study implied that employees are motivated by desire when
basic needs, physiological, safety, love, esteem, and self-actualization are attained. In the
organizational setting, one method of motivation by management is to define practices
aimed at satisfying these needs (Ramlall, 2004). Failure to provide a work environment
that is considerate of motivational factors theoretically decreases performance and
increases employee frustration. In a case such as this, promotional opportunity, which is
not based on performance, can be the cause of employee turnover.

McClelland's Need Theory
McClelland's Need Study in 1961 described three dimensions of need as
achievement, power, and affiliation. Achievement is described as a drive to excel.
Power referred to the use of influence and affecting others to behave in a way other than

what they might have done on their own. The need for affiliation is described as "the
desire for friendly and close interpersonal relationships" (Ramiall, 2004, McClelland's
Need Study section, 7 1). The theory, in relation to these needs, proposes that successful
entrepreneurs tend to be high achievers, those with a high need of affiliation were not the
most effective leaders or managers, and individuals with power needs tend to positively
influence others. McClelland proposed that the most effective managers and leaders are
high achievers, need to influence others, and have a low need for affiliation.
The Motivation-Hygiene Theory
Hertzberg's 1959 study identified that intrinsic motivators, i.e. achievement,
recognition, responsibility, advancement, and growth, were related to satisfying
experiences of the work itself (Ramiall, 2004). Hygiene factors were described as being
dissatisfying extrinsic variables such as policies and salaries. Motivation was found to
increase when job enrichment occurred. "Thus, jobs should be redesigned to allow for
increased challenge and responsibility, opportunities for advancement, and personal
growth, and recognition" (Ramiall, 2004, The Motivation-Hygiene Theory section, 7 1).
Expectancy Theory
Vroom's Expectancy Theory (1964), suggests individual motivation is based upon
the perception that individual efforts will result in an acceptable level of performance, the
level achieved will result in a specific outcome, and that the outcome itself is valued by
the individual (Isaac, Zerbe, & Pitt, 2001). "Employees are more satisfied when they feel
equitably rewarded.

In addition, employees' future effort-reward probabilities are

influenced by past experience with performance and rewards" (Ramiall, 2004, Porter and
Lawier's Extension section, 7 1).

Crane and Crane (2000) referred to Vroom's Expectancy Theory, which, in part,
elucidates "if a reward is valued by an employee (i.e., it is positively valent), it is
narrowly tailored to performance (i.e., the level of the instrumentality is high) and an
employee expects that his or her efforts will lead to the high level of performance (i.e.,
expectancy is high) it is likely that he or she will expend considerable effort at attaining
that performance. It follows that the opposite is true: as the strength of the motivational
factors decreases, so does the level of performance" (Crane & Crane, 2000, The MultiDose Pharmacy Case Study section, 7 6). In the case of the Multi-Dose Pharmacy Case
Study, a merit pay policy "failed because the low level of instrumentality for the
attainment of monetary bonuses and decreased expectancy that an effort will lead to a
desirable level of performance negated the high positive valence of an outcome (i.e.,
monetary bonuses)" (Crane & Crane, 2000, The Multi-Dose Pharmacy Case Study
section, 7 7).
Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate police promotion and channels of
mobility from an "appointed perspective" by those who do the appointments, as well as
those chosen for the appointment. There are two ultimate goals of this study. The first is
to describe the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives, the
importance of non-performance based criteria and performance based criteria used in
promotion decision-making by police chiefs and perceptions of use by subordinate police
executives. The second is to extend the intra-organizationalmobility model developed
by Beehr and Taber (1993), with four additional non-performance based criteria of office
politics, trust, personality, and physical attractiveness, to examine its explanatory power,

and the reliability and validity of the new factors in the context of the original model.
Significance of the Study
Performance management includes performance appraisals, discipline systems,
and grievance procedures. "Historically, performance appraisal has been seen as merely
an event-the painful annual exercise where the manager rates the performance of her
subordinates over the past 12 months" (Grote, 2000, So What's New in Performance
Appraisal section, 7 1). In the past, rarely was an appraisal linked to the organization's
mission, program, or "processes designed to maximize human efforts and intellectual
capital" (Grote, 2000, So What's New in Performance Appraisal section, 7 1). This
paradigm has shifted to one where individual rating dimensions within the organization
are now aligned more closely to the agency's strategic plan, which has a tendency to
transform an agency's culture. As such, best-practice organizations are utilizing the
appraisal process to forge into results-driven climates.
Recently, predictive research and theory has shifted fiom a focus of methods and
techniques to one of underlying constructs. As such, two areas come to focus. "First,
cognitive ability appears to be relevant to predicting performance in virtually every job
studied. Second, there are broad personality traits that show generalized validity across a
wide range of jobs" (Murphy & Shiarella, 1997, Predictors of Performance section, 7 2).
Combining cognitive ability measures with personality trait measures captures "a
variance that is not adequately captured by even the best measures of ability or
personality considered alone," and, thereby yielding a greater validity. There are two
reasons for this. First, both classes of measures show generalized univariate validities.

Second, general cognitive ability and conscientiousness appear to be only weakly related"
(Murphy & Shiarella, 1997, Predictors of Performance section, 7 4).
Murphy and Shiarella (1997) also considered predictors of performance to be
multidimensional, and as such, focus on how multiple predictors and criterion dimensions
should integrate. When these dimensions were combined, weighting became key issues
for consideration. "The choice of weights used in forming composites makes a substantial
difference when the following conditions are met: (a) predictors (andlor criterion
dimensions) are not highly inter-correlated, (b) each predictor is correlated with one or
more criterion dimension, and (c) each of the criterion dimensions is most strongly
related to a different predictor variable" (Murphy & Shiarella, 1997, Combining Multiple
Measures: Conditions Under Which Weights Can Make A Difference section, f 3).
How selection tests and performance dimensions are combined (weighted)
determines the different levels of validity. "An additional factor affecting the validity of
a set of tests as a predictor of a multidimensional performance construct is the extent to
which individuals actually differ on each of the performance dimensions (i.e., the SD of

Y variable). One reason why it is important to consider the variability of each facet of
performance is that individual differences, selection policies, organizational socialization
experiences or organizational cultures could conceivably lead to restrictive variability in
some aspects of performance and enhanced variability in others" (Murphy & Shiarella,
1997, Nominal Versus Effective Weights in Defining the Performance Construct section,
72).
"The

relationships between

ability,

conscientiousness, individual task

performance and organizational citizenship behaviors have all been studied extensively

(there are several meta-analyses that summarize research on specific pairs of variables,
and we can use this research base to build a realistic and informative Monte Carlo study
that examines the effects of a number of critical parameters on the validity of predictor
batteries" (Murphy & Shiarella, 1997, Estimating the Validity of Ability and Personality
Composites as Predictors of Multidimensional Performance Composites section,

7

1).

Parameter values, as well as how they are weighed, play a significant role "in reaching
conclusions about the validity of test batteries as predictors of overall job performance"
(Murphy & Shiarella, 1997, Estimating the Validity of Ability and Personality
Composites as Predictors of Multidimensional Performance Composites section, 7 4).
As paradigm shifts evolve, so to is the need to evaluate their impact and affect on
institutional goals and objectives, and, where warranted, revise organizational settings
following data examination. Institutions utilizing measuring instruments to evaluate
employee performance also must ensure the integrity of these instruments, as accuracy
may be paramount to the employee's future performance (Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson,
& McLaren, 1997).

Authors Arvey and Murphy (1998) refer to studies linking research and practice
such as the Armed Services Joint Performance Measurement project in which
performance measures were designed to evaluate proficiency in specific jobs.
Additionally, there are the cases involving "Title VII charges of bias and discrimination,"
in which "performance appraisal evaluations often come under attack" (Arvey &
Murphy, 1998, Historical Treatment and Context section,

7

8). The result of such

scrutiny plays a major role in determining appraisal systems adequacy, principles, and
formats. These, as well as other performance and rating issues, can compound individual

motivation (Vroom, 1968) as well as the promotional process where performance and
appraisal instruments are used (Caldwell, Thorton, & Gruys, 2003: Whetstone, 2000).
Dantzker's (1996) study regarding the selection criteria for police chiefs found that police
management experience, extensive training, and education were important selection
criteria. Kitzman (1999) found specific skills such as leadership, management, and
communications as being important for chiefs.
The subordinate police executive position, within a police agency, is designed to
ensure that the chiefs goals and objectives, policy and procedures are met or exceeded.
In police organizations, where promotions are based on formal testing of some kind at the
first-line supervisor and mid-management positions, subordinate police executive levels
that are appointed positions may not have been selected using formal testing.
This study investigated the reliable and exceptional performance and nonperformance criteria of demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
attractiveness, personality, and tmst that police chiefs consider when promoting
subordinate police executives into these positions, in an environment where no formal or
assessment center testing is used to determine ranking.

:

Research Hypotheses
There are significant differences in performance and non-performance
based criteria used by police chiefs in promotional decisions (intraorganizational mobility) and performance and non-performance based
criteria that subordinate police executives perceive were used in their most
recent promotion (individual mobility channels), where hypothesized
differences are as follows:

HI,:

Subordinate police executives rate reliable performance criteria
significantly more important than police chiefs in promotion
decisions.

H2:

Hlb:

Subordinate police executives rate exceptionalperformance
criteria significantly more important than police chiefs in
promotion decisions.

HI,:

Police chiefs rate demographic criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives.

Hld:

Police chiefs rate luck and favoritism based criteria significantly
more important than subordinate police executives.

HI,:

Police chiefs rate oflcepolitics based criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives.

Hlf:

Police chiefs rate physical attractiveness based criteria
significantly more important than subordinate police executives.

HI,:

Police chiefs rate personality based criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives.

Hlh

Police chiefs rate trust based criteria significantly more important
than subordinate police executives.

Characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives and the
importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and
favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) in
promotion decisions are significant explanatory variables of reliable
performance criteria used in promotion decisions (both groups).

H2=: Characteristics of police chiefs and importance of nonperformance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) used
in promotion decisions are significant explanatory variables of
reliable performance criteria used in promotion decisions.
H2b:

H2,:

Characteristics of subordinate police executives and their
perceptions of the importance of non-performance based criteria
(demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in their most recent
promotion decision are significant explanatory variables of reliable
performance criteria perceived to be used in their most recent
promotion.
The intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs
has greater explanatory power than the individual (sem mobility
channels model for subordinate police executives in explaining the
relationship between respondent characteristics, non-performance
based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,

physical attractiveness, personality, and tmst) and the performance
based criterion of reliable performance in promotion decisions.
(Compare adjusted R-square results for Hz, ,d H2b).
H3:

Characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives and the
importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and
favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) in
promotion decisions are significant explanatory variables of the
performance based criterion of exceptional performance used in
promotion decisions (organizational mobility channels, both groups).
H a

Characteristics of police chiefs and importance of nonperformance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) used
in promotion decisions are significant explanatory variables of the
performance based criterion of exceptional performance used in
promotion decisions (intra organizational mobility channels
model).

H3b: Characteristics of subordinate police executives and their
perceptions of the importance of non-performance based criteria
(demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in their most recent
promotion decision are significant explanatory variables of the
performance based criterion of exceptional performance perceived
to be used in their most recent promotion (individual [selfl
mobility channels model).
H3c: The intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs
has greater explanatory power than the individual (selJ3mobility
channels model for subordinate police executives in explaining the
relationship between respondent characteristics, non-performance
based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and the performance
based criterion of exceptional performance in promotion decisions.
(Compare adjusted R-square results for Hgaversus H3b).
Research Questions
Research Question 1
What are the characteristics of police chiefs and what importance do they give to
non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,

physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and performance based criteria (reliable
and exceptional performance) used in promotion decisions by police chiefs (intraorganizational mobility channels) and perceptions of use by subordinate police executives
in their most recent promotion?
Research Question 2

What are the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives,
and the importance of performance based criteria (reliable performance) used in
promotion decisions by police chiefs (intra-organizational mobility channels) and
perceptions of use by subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion?
Research Question 3

What are the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives,
and the importance of performance based criteria (exceptional performance) used in
promotion decisions by police chiefs (intra-organizational mobility channels) and
perceptions of use by subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion?
Overview of the Research Design

This study used a quantitative, non-experimental, descriptive, exploratory
(comparative), and correlation (explanatory) survey research design to examine the
relationships between variables. The study compared the criteria used for promotion;
performance and/or non-performance criteria, by surveying selected chiefs, sheriffs, and
directors, identified as the agency head, and the perceptions of those who were appointed
to upper command level positions by their respective agency head.
Scope and Delimitations

The study's sample was confined to qualifying participants of the International

Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) within the continental United States (US), in
order to promote a more homogeneous sample relative to policing in the USA. The
participants are limited to police chiefs and subordinate police executives who have
"active membership" and are invited by the IACP via their organization's e-mail.
The researcher attempted to collect data from 12,770 chiefs and subordinate
police executives (appointed subordinate police commanders). This study used a
quantitative, non-experimental, descriptive, exploratory (comparative), and correlation
(explanatory) survey research design to examine the relationships between variables.
Major limitations to the research design are that the results may not be generalized to
those agencies where performance appraisals are used in conjunction with promotions,
regardless of the degree to which those performance appraisals are free of biases.

Definition of Terms
Characteristics of Police Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives
Theoretical Definition
Dantzker (1996) identified, among others, general characteristics of police chiefs
(personal demographics) as years as a police chief, rank before becoming a police chief,
police management experience, age, gender, ethnicity, and education.

Operational Definition
Characteristics of Police Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives include
gender, age in years, marital status, race, ethnicity, educational level, appointed position
within the agency, and departmental size. (See Appendix A, Survey Part la).

Performance Based Promotion Criteria
Reliable Performance Criteria
Theoretical definition. Reliable performance is defined by demonstrating
satisfactory work skills and behaviors consistent at the level one is expected to perform
(Beehr & Taber, 1993).
Operational definition. Reliable performance criteria focus on doing a good job
and overall demonstrating good attendance, experience, and ability, consideration for
seniority and the length of time between their last promotions (Beehr & Taber, 1993). In
this study, the first six items (numbered 1-6) of the Intra-Organizational Mobility
Channels Questionnaire (IMCQ) was used to measure the importance of Reliable
Performance in promotion decisions. (See Appendix A, Survey Part 2a).
Exceptional Performance Criteria
Theoretical definition. Exceptional performance is defined as "exceeding role
requirements and demonstrates competence for the next higher job in the career ladder"
(Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of Performance-based Factors section, 11).
Operational definition. In this study, Exceptional Performance was measured by
six items (numbered 7-12) of the IMCQ. Exceptional performance criteria focus on
defined "(1) having good ideals and initiative, (2) coming up with lots of ideas, (3) doing
unusually good work, (4) showing good judgment, (5) leadership ability, and (6) working
long hours" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of Performance-based Factors section,
12). (See Appendix A, Survey Part 2b).

Non-Performance Based Promotion Criteria
Demographic Characteristics
Theoretical definition. Demographic factors are defined as personal

characteristics which are "role-irrelevant personal factors such as race or gender that are
not performance-based at all" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of Role-irrelevant Factors
section, 72).
Operational definition. The Demographic Characteristics factor was formerly

called the personal characteristics factor, and consisted of four items (Beehr & Taber,
1993). Demographic characteristics based factors include consideration of personal
factors that might be considered in the promotional selection process. In this study,
demographic Characteristics was measured by three items (numbered 13-15) of the
IMCQ. (See Appendix A, Survey Part 3a.)
Luck and Favoritism
Theoretical definition. Luck and Favoritism criteria are role-irrelevant criteria

that may be perceived as affecting organizational career paths (Beehr & Taber, 1993,
Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, 11). Examples of Luck and Favoritism items
include getting breaks or having friends and relatives in places where they can help in the
promotional process, which are "factors external to the employee, and not under herlhis
control (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, 7 2).
Operational definition. In this study, the Luck and Favoritism factor was

measured by five items (numbered 16-20) of the IMCQ. Luck and favoritism based
factors include how well the workers are liked by their supervisor, getting the right
breaks, or having friends or relatives higher up (See Appendix A, Survey Part 3b).

Office Politics
Theoretical definition. Kacmar and Ferris reviewed empirical and theoretical

efforts in 1991 and organized them into three categories, (1) general political behavior,

(2) go along to get ahead, and (3) pay and promotion policies (as cited in Kacmar &
Carlson, 1997). Organizational politics involve an individual's perception of others
receiving preferential treatment such as "favoritism, suppression of competing entities,
and the manipulation of organizational policies" (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, &
Anthony, 1999, p. 3). "Further, perception of organizational politics-outcome
relationships are predicted to be moderated by the level of control or understanding an
individual has about organizational processes" (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony,
1999, The Perceptions of Organizational Politics Model section, 71). "It acknowledges
that by participating in office politics, it attempts to fulfill the objective of gaining an
advantage or benefit. The common theme suggests a concern with self-serving behavior
that is not sanctioned by organizations" (Ferris, Frink, Galang, & Zhou, 1996, Nature of
Organizational Politics section, 71).
Operational definition. In this study, Office Politics was measured by an

abbreviated version of Kacmar and Ferris's (1991) original Perception of Politics Scale
(POPS), which was developed by Kacmar and Carlson (1997), and focused on the "go
along to get ahead" factor of the scale. The modified POPS was used in this study to
measure criteria of seven (7) political perceptions of organizational politics within the
participant's organization (both groups). (See Appendix A, Survey Part 3c).

Trust
Theoretical definition. Interpersonal trust is defined "as the extent to which a

person is confident in, and willing to act on the basis of, the words, actions, and decisions
of another" (McAllister, 1995, Theoretical Foundations section, 71).
Operational definition. In this study, Trust was measured by Kanawattanachai

and Yoo's (2005) modified version of Pearce's (1992) Disposition to Trust scale. This
scale consists of four items that have a foundation of personal truth and honesty, and how
they interact with groups. (See Appendix A, Survey Part 3d).
Personality
Theoreficaldefinition. There are many terms psychologists reference to

personality. "Although personality theories differ in their terminology and in the details
of their theories, most agree that personality is an internal, mental, and emotional pattern
of response to the environment - a pattern of thought, feeling, and behavior that affects
every aspect of a person's life" (Gatchel & Mears, 1982, p. 4). Broad definitions of
personality generally include individual uniqueness, i.e. their 1) distinctive qualities, 2)
enduring stability in which there is little change of the individual over time, and 3) their
determinism by certain internal and external events (Gatchel & Mears, 1982).
Operational definition. In this study, Personality was measured by the Ten-Item

Personality Inventory (TIPI), developed by Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swan (2003). The
TIP1 measures of the Big-Five personality dimensions (Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Openness to Experiences). (See Appendix
A, Survey Part 3e).

Physical Attractiveness
Theoretical definition. Physical attractiveness "depend on particular

circumstances that modulate the value of attraction to specific features" (Gangestad &
Scheyd, 2005, The Conditional Nature of Preferences section, 14). "Individuals find
other individuals attractive as a result of the latter possessing specific favored traits
(Gangestad & Scheyd, 2005, Metatheory and Theory section, 7 8).
Operational definition. In this study, Physical Attractiveness was measured by a

modified version of Soderlund and Julander's (2006) Physical Attractiveness Appraisal
10 point semantic differential scale. Two adjective pair anchors on a 5-point scale of,
"not good looking-good looking" and "not attractive-attractive" are used. Because the
two items are strongly correlated, Soderlund and Julander averaged the two ratings to
obtain one score). In this study, the score range was 2 to 10 (an average of the two
ratings). (See Appendix A, Survey Part 3f).
Organization of the Study
Chapter I

The first chapter is comprised of the initial research problem, the scope of the
research, and its subsections. The chapter includes the introduction, statement of the
problem, theoretical framework, and the purpose, significance, and justification for the
study. The chapter concludes with the research questions, research design, scope and
delimitations, definitions, and organization of the study.
Chapter 11

A review of the literature provides an introduction to the in-depth information
surrounding the current body of research relevant to the problem. Topics such as

Performance Appraisal Versatility; Use of Performance Appraisals in Organizations;
Rating Bias, Accuracy and Training; Performance Appraisals and Employee
Development; Performance and Upward Mobility; Models; Legal Ramifications of
Performance Appraisal Systems; Contextual and Rater Factors Affecting Rating
Behavior; Political Implications of Performance Appraisal Systems are discussed.
Methodological, theoretical, and empirical inquiry regarding performance and nonperformance factors are identified as well.

Chapter 111
The third chapter provides a detailed description of the Research Design,
Population and Sampling Plan, Instrumentation, Procedures, Ethical Considerations and
Data Collection Methods, Method of Data Analysis, Evaluation of Research
Methodology, and Summary. The study's instrumentation, reliability, validity, analysis
and evaluation are also articulated. The testing instrument used for the study consists of a
self-report questionnaire that will measure variables consisting of three parts. Part 1,

Demographic Questionnaire, was developed by the researcher. Part 2, Performance
Based Criteria, is measured by two factors of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire (IMCQ), developed by Beehr and Taber (1993). Part 3, Non-Performance

Based Criteria, is measured by two factors of the IMCQ developed by Beehr and Taber
(1993); Perception of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS), developed by Kacmar and
Carlson (1997); Dispositions to Trust Scale (DOT), developed by McAllister (1995); Ten
Item Personality Measure (TIPM), developed by Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann (2003);
and, Physical Attractiveness, developed by Soderlund and Julander (2006).

Chapter IV
Chapter IV provides a detailed description of the statistical outcomes of Research
Question 1-3, and hypotheses testing. SPSS Graduate Pack 16.0 was used to explore
instrumentation, reliability, validity, analysis, and evaluation.

Chapter V
Chapter V provides a discussion of the results, including a summary and
interpretations, implications, conclusions, limitations, and recommendations for future
study.

CHAPTER I1
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL MODELS
Historical Perspective

Since the turn of the twentieth century, employee performance instruments have
been used for a number of reasons, including promotional assessment, employee
development, response to civil litigation regarding demotion and termination issues, and
as means of measuring productivity (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Hass, Burnaby, &
Bierstaker, 2005). "Between 1950 and 1980, most of the existing research was concerned
with improving the instruments used in making performance ratings" (Arvey & Murphy,
1998, Historical Treatment and Context section, 7 2). In the 1980s, performance research
turned more toward instrumentation and understanding the way impressions and
judgments are formulated.
From 1980 to 1995, research focused on information processing in performance
appraisal, i.e. fairness, meaning, performance appraisal, the behaviors of raters and ratees,
and efficient production systems such as Total Quality Management (TQM). In the case
of TQM, "performance is determined by both the behavior of the individual and the
system in which he or she functions" (Arvey & Murphy, 1998, Historical Treatment and
Context section, 1998,15).
Research has also focused on issues concerning the validity of such efforts and
their outcomes.

"There is an increased recognition that subjectivity does not

automatically translate into rater error or bias and that ratings are most likely valid
reflections of true performance and represent a low-cost mechanism for evaluating
employees" (Arvey & Murphy, 1998, Observations and Summary section,

1 2).

Additionally, there is no empirical data to support "supervisory ratings of abuse are
biased against racial and gender groups" (Arvey & Murphy, 1998, Observations and
Summary section, 1998,12).
Performance biases, such as contrast error, halo, and other concepts are
considered significant imperfections of the appraisal system and should be considered as
another variance that can be "traced to a variety of different sources" (Arvey & Murphy,
1998, Observations and Summary section, 1998,13). This is especially true in the public
domain, "Real productivity measurement has been done in a wide range of substantive
public sector fields and at every level of government" (Rosen, 1993, p. 86).
The value of an employee appraisal system is equally applicable to police
organizations where employees are highly visible and subject to public scrutiny (Coutts
& Schneider, 2004).

Traditionally, in police organizations, individual employee

performance is measured quantitatively, i.e., the number of citations written, arrests
made, patrol, etc. "The community's judgment of the quality of its police department
frequently turns on the actions of officers in the more visible, dramatic areas of
responsibility such as apprehending felons" (Hess & Wrobleski, 1997, p. 131). Other
performance criteria such as interpersonal skills, quality of work, work habits, and other
non-performance dimensions, must also be appraised for they are often times equally
important to the organization, as well as face public scrutiny. "Instrumentation that
identifies and measures what officers are expected to do is necessary to improve
individual performance, as well as mirror what the community expects from its police
department" (Albert & Piquero, 2000, p. 193).
The general purpose of this review is to:

(1) analyze theoretical and empirical literature that examine current appraisal

systems common to public institutions, private, quasi-public, and non-profit
organizations, and more specifically, police organizations,
(2) describe the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives,
the importance of non-performance based criteria and performance based criteria used in
promotion decision making by police chiefs and perceptions of use by subordinate police
executives,
(3) examine differences in rating the importance of performance and nonperformance based performance criteria used by police chiefs in promotional decisions
and performance and non-performance based criteria that subordinate police executives
perceived were used in their most recent promotion,
(4) determine whether characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police

executives, and the importance of non-performance based criteria used in promotion
decisions are significant explanatory variables of reliable performance criteria used in
promotion decisions,
(5) determine whether characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police

executives, and the importance of non-performance based criteria used in promotion
decisions are significant explanatory variables of exceptional performance criteria used in
promotion decisions, and

(6) extend the intra-organizational mobility model developed by Beehr and Taber
(1993) with two additional non-performance based criteria of office politics and physical
attractiveness, and examine its explanatory power, reliability, and validity of the new
factors in the context of the original model.

The library research plan utilized peer related material as a primary source of
information, as it was up-to-date and identified various areas of critical inquiry.
Performance concepts and common themes include, but are not limited to performance
appraisal methods, employee feedback, bias, halo effect, occupational performance
standards, target population, performance factors, non-performance factors, and the
influence of these constructs within the promotional process at the senior executive level.
Non-common themes, for example, include the examination of the validity between
general cognitive tests and personality tests in predicting job performance, "where
performance is conceptualized as a composite of multiple performance measures"
(Murphy & Shiarella, 1997, Introduction section, 7 1). An example of these performance
measures are individual job task performance and organizational citizenship behaviors,
i.e., understanding and motivation of specific tasks of an individual's job, and
volunteering, persisting, and helping, respectively.
Other performance and non-performance dimensions explored in this study
include (1) Personal Characteristics of Police Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives,
(2) Demographic Factors, (3) Luck and Favoritism, (4) Reliable Performance, (5)
Exceptional Performance, (7) Office Politics, (8) Trust, (9) Personality, and (10) Physical
Attractiveness. Secondary sources of information were obtained from textbooks, in
which most focused on public administration and policing strategies. Both primary and
secondary research sources used for this review were from 1996 to 2007, with an
exception to relevant concepts by Ellen Doree Rosen (1993).

Performance Versatility, Employee Commitment, andAppraisals
Recent studies have focused on defining job performance, not only in terms of
models but determinants of job performance as well (Arvey & Murphy 1998). Other
models focused on characteristics of the "individual (e.g. experience, ability), outcomes
(e.g. feedback, job security), and the immediate work environment" (Arvey & Murphy,
1998, Definition of Job Performance section, 7 2). Another identified 18 factors, such as
planning and organizing, training, and coaching, in published and unpublished studies
that "compared well with previous research efforts to derive a taxonomic structure of
performance in managerial jobs" (Arvey & Murphy 1998, Definition of Job Performance
section, 7 4). They also note that the themes of the job performance are expanding due to
changes in work dimensions, and that these changes result in redefining job requirements
and job performance measurements. This resulted in a more flexible definition of "work
roles and jobs, where jobs are viewed as dynamic and more interchangeable and are
defined with less precision" (Arvey & Murphy, 1998, Definition of Job Performance
section, 7 6).
Research also suggested that task performance relates to the proficiency with
which incumbents perform core technical activities that are important for their jobs.
Grote (2000) defined core competencies as each member's behaviors, skills, attributes,
performance factors and proficiencies. "Contextual performance refers to outcomes of
behaviors that are needed to support the social fabric of the organization. These behaviors
are not unique to a specificjob but rather are inherent in all jobs" (Witt, Kacmar, Carlson,
& Zivnuska, 2002, Introduction section, 7 1).

Witt, Kacmar, Carlson, & Zivnuska (2002) found empirical research has
demonstrated a competitive advantage for organizations that endorse contextual
performance. Contextual performance is defined as extra task proficiency that contributes
more to the organizational, social, psychological environment to help accomplish
organizational goals" (Arvey & Murphy, 1998, Definition of Job Performance section, 7
7). Performance appraisal systems should define and communicate behaviors and skills

that are critical to the success of the employee and the organization.
In the case of the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MDT), they defined
their core competencies following a 1996 survey. This was not an easy task as they
found that developing core competencies was not as difficult as communicating them and
ensuring total compliance. From the core competencies, they developed what the Grote
(2000) believed to be "one of the most sophisticated performance management systems
of any organization in the country" (Grote, 2000, Integrating Mission, Vision, and Values
into Performance Appraisals section, 7 1).
In order to develop such an accomplished system as this, MDT looked at
Leadership, Learning and Strategic Systems Thinking, Quality Management,
Organizational Knowledge, Technical Knowledge, and People Management and
redefined them to "describe the behavior one would likely see exhibited by a true master
performer" (Grote, 2000, Integrating Mission, Vision, and Values into Performance
Appraisals section, 7 1). Through utilization of this technique, the implementation team
provided a clearly defined vision for both employees and appraisers alike.
There are a number of reasons for utilizing the performance appraisal system
(Wier, Stone, & Hunton, 2002). One reason is to improve employee performance

through a formal review process that, in part, identifies strengths and weaknesses. In the
case of the latter, literature suggests that challenging goals or goal setting, especially
goals that are as specific, challenging, yet reachable as possible, and feedback that
motivates and gives the worker a sense of accomplishment and recognition are necessary
for the greater affect. "A quick look at articles on the subject published in TRAINING
alone over the last 10 years turns up a multitude of claims for performance appraisal: as a
way to motive appraisers to do more and better work, as a tool for figuring out training
needs, as an anchor for developing selection devices, as a technique for improving the
work of marginal performers and as a way to defend the organization against
discrimination claims" (Zemke, 1991, Introduction section, f 6).
Many human resource professionals insisted that the very system, i.e.
performance appraisals, put into place to fix people, often fail because of untrained users
or administrators of the system. However, "When the manager wants the system to work,
has reasonable data to report, is trusted by the employee and believes improvement is
possible, performance appraisal can work very well" (Zemke, 1991, Fix The People
Using The System section, 7 6). In a number of cases, however, discharge or termination
is often the result. Employers are able to withstand legal challenges to a greater degree
when they are able to document the plaintiffs deteriorating performance.
Employee commitment for productivity improvement also must be defined.
Author, Seok-Hwan Lee, integrates several theoretical definitions to produce, "the
psychological attachment of workers to their workplace" (Lee, 2000, Commitment,
Performance and Productivity section, 11). "Employee commitment literature is huge
and most studies have centered on organizational commitment and its relationship to job

performance, turnover intent, and other motivational outcomes" (Lee, 2000,
Commitment, Performance and Productivity section, 7 2). Common findings to one key
study identified that employee commitment was key to achieving productivity and
(

performance; however, a number of other studies identify that other variables, such as
commitment to supervisors, were directly related to performance vs. commitment to the
organization or top management.
Another major area of performance evaluation research, deals with the appraisal
techniques used to measure job performance. Arvey and Murphy (1998) observed three
studies using confirmatory factor analysis and meta-analysis that focused on multimethod/multi-trait and inter-rater and intra-rater reliabilities of job performance,
respectively. Recent studies also examined the relative value and interchangeability of
the different types of performance measures (Sulsky & Keown, 1998). Other alternative
measures of performance include recent studies that focused on absenteeism as a critique
measure, possibilities of bias due to common measurement errors, errors due to "poor"
memory, or bias when a supervisor likes or dislikes someone.
Use of Performance Appraisals in Organizations
Public institutions vs. Private enterprise, their differences and similarities, also
were evaluated. Lee (2000) cites, "recent studies indicate that public managers perceive
greater clarity of organizational goals and greater effectiveness in achieving those goals"
(Lee, 2000, Public, Private, and Not-for-Profit Comparison section,

7

3).

This is

somewhat substantial when considering common restrictions, i.e. less decision-making
autonomy and flexibility, placed on public administrators and employees.

Public

administrators are also different in terms of motivational incentives. This becomes

especially clear when considering that monetary rewards and incentives are often used in
private enterprise. The former depends on service to the public, an intrinsic and ethical
principle that often motivates public sector employees to work hard. Also, identified in
Lee's (2000) study is that private sector employees tended to have a greater sense of
group cohesion among themselves than public sector employees.
In the case of the characteristics of non-profit organizations, the definition of a
non-profit organization is, "any organization that provides services of benefit to society
without financial incentive and that qualifies as a section 501 0 (3) organization under
the Internal Revenue Code, and form a passionate perspective, nonprofits engage in
activities and enlist the support of millions of men, women, and children to provide a
mechanism for self-help; for voluntary assistance to those in physical, financial, or
psychic need; and for the pursuit of a wide array of benefits and interests" (Lee, 2000,
Characteristics of Nonprofit Organizations section, 7 1).
Common non-profit characteristics identified through the study are that they have
by-laws, depend on contributed volunteer services, and that these sectors drive individual
initiative, which also profit the public. Additionally, they "are often considered a third
sector after government and the corporate world, profits cannot be distributed to
institutional personnel, and each has a board of directors or trustees that hold the
organizations assets in public trust," (Lee, 2000, Characteristics of Nonprofit
Organizations section, 7 2),
Other studies identified that non-profit sectors are mission driven; having no
outside equity interests, such as schools and hospitals, and may appear to be inefficient.
Further, although they may deliver quasi-public goods, they are, for the most part, still

service oriented professional organizations (Brooks, 2006). Further, regardless of any
differences between private and public organizations, non-profit organizations must still
maintain financial stability, strong boards, strategic plans, well-trained staffs, etc.
Non-profit, and public and private organizations have unique motivational factors.
It appears that non-profit organizations are mission driven, have clearly defined goals,
and "rely upon the goodwill of dedicated and self-governed people" (Lee, 2000,
Characteristics of Nonprofit Organizations section, 7 2). Private sector employees seem
to have a high level of homogeneity than those in the public sector. Public sector
employees express higher levels of commitment to supervisors than those in the other
arenas.

Rating Bias, Accuracy, and Training
Recent studies have also focused on performance rating accuracy and the role of
affect in performance appraisal. They "have suggested that affective influences on
ratings may not represent rating bias" (Arvey & Murphy, 1998, Rating Accuracy and
Rating Error section, 7 1). Robbins and DeNisi (1994) argued that bias may influence
ratings by representing more valid information rather than demonstrating bias. "Farris et
a1 (1994) proposed a model wherein supervisors' affect toward subordinates was a major
influence of rated performance. They tested their model using a sample of 95 staff nurses
and 28 nurse supervisors and found a good fit; supervisors' affect toward subordinates
correlated .74 with performance ratings" (Arvey & Murphy 1998, Rating Accuracy and
Rating Error section,

7

1). Murphy et a1 (1993) investigated rater halo error and

discovered that this trait was not pervasive and instead inflated correlations tend to be the
norm.

Accurately documenting problems of an individual employee also may justify
future disciplinary action, denial of merit increases, or raises. It may bring to the
employee's attention, clear direction for improvement (Morgeson & Campion, 2000).
Conversely, when employee performance rises above the norm, appraisal instruments act
as a form of recognition. Regardless of design, both processes intend to guide the
employee toward desired goals and objectives. This topic is important because as
demands for police service increase and continuously change, so to do the costs. As a
result, the need to ensure effectiveness and efficiency through organizational review is
paramount, as institutions must justify their efforts, as well as their budgets (Rosen 1993).
As performance appraisal instruments evolve, "The task at hand is to revise
existing evaluation policies in order to make them congruent with contemporary
standards of quality management" (Crane & Crane, 2000, Introduction section,

12).

"Most organizations throughout the world regardless of whether they are large or small,
public or private, and service or manufacturing use performance appraisal, with varying
degrees of success, as a tool to achieve a variety of human resource management
objectives.
Typically, performance appraisal systems are employed to achieve five primary
goals that include, clarifying employee work expectations; documenting employee
performance; fostering employee development; creating a linkage between merit and pay;
and monitoring workforce improvement" (Fink & Longenecker, 1998, Introduction
section, 7 2). "Pay rewards solutions should be directed at the top 20% of any workforce

- the critically skilled people who are uniquely able to consistently translate their skills

and competence into measurable outcomes" (Zingheim & Schuster, 2004, Introduction
section, 7 1).
In order to achieve objectives such as those previously mentioned, two priorities
must be in place; the rating process must be sound (formal rating procedures, clearly
defined rating instruments, and a system to monitor and record performance on a regular
basis) and assurance that ratings provided are accurate. Again, Fink and Longenecker
(1998) found that "the primary cause of ineffective performance appraisal from both the
perspective of employees (ratees) and managers (raters) is not poor rating procedures,
forms, or systems but instead the poor rating skills of managers" (Fink & Longenecker,
1998, Introduction section, 7 5).
Despite the significance of these factors, it is believed that few organizations
conduct on-going, formal skills-based training with their managers. For example, the
Miami-Dade Police Department (MDPD) recently developed the Management Appraisal
Process (MAP) to evaluate the classifications of Police Bureau Commander and above.
Distributed via a memorandum dated April 15, 2005, from Director Robert Parker, and
entitled "Management Appraisal Process," the training for this new evaluative process
consisted of the introduction to the new process via a cover memorandum, and a
description of what areas needed to be completed and when.
The question arises as to why organizations often fail to conduct formal rater
training. Again, referring to the MDPD, very little, if any, formal training is conducted
regarding the performance appraisal system. Instead, it relies mostly on recipients
(ratees) learning the appraisal process though the application of their own individual

performance measurements, and then applying what they experienced to subordinates
now under their command.
Fink and Longenecker (1998) found indications as to why organizations fail to
properly train managers to conduct performance appraisals. Managers are assumed to
know how to conduct appraisals (39 percent) through an intuitive process; do not want to
take the time, especially when it takes away form profits, customer demand, etc. (33
percent) ; training (of any form) is not an organizational priority (30 percent); overreliance on trial and error learning (29 percent); not wanting to spend the money (26
percent), profits highlcosts low; no formal training plan/program (22 percent); fear of
offending managers (20 percent), "managers and employees resist required training
because they perceive it as an attack or implicit criticism of their current competence"
(Fink & Longenecker, 1998, Reason 7: Fear of Offending Managers section, 7 1); lack of
skilled trainers (19 percent); ineffective human resource departments (17 percent), who in
the minds of the managers, believe that they should take the lead in pushing appraisal
training and; the lack of a clear skill set (16 percent).
"Without a clear understanding of the requisite skills and abilities related to the
appraisal process, successful training cannot be developed or offered" (Fink &
Longenecker, 1998, Why Organizations Fail to Properly Train Managers to Conduct
Effective Performance Appraisals section, 7 10). Four integrated stages were identified
through the study that affect the effectiveness of the appraisal process.
Stage I

The first stage was the performance planning stage in which "managers must
work with subordinates to set and clarify goals, performance expectations, and evaluation

methods and criteria" (Fink & Longenecker, 1998, Linking Appraisal Skills and the
Appraisal Process section, f 1). During the performance planning stage, "authority,
knowledge, skills, and organizational resources to successfully complete delegated
assignments" (Fink & Longenecker, 1998, Linking Appraisal Skills and the Appraisal
Process section, 7 2) must be passed on to the subordinate. Because there are different
levels of performance that are critical to this stage, is the manager's review of each
expectation of performance and associated outcome. Managers must also have a clear
understanding of the organization's rating forms and procedures, ability to clarify and
communicate performance expectations, delegation and empowerment skills, and
knowledge of related legal and compliance issues.
Stage 2

The second stage dealt with performance management and ongoing coaching.
Through observation and sampling, mangers must monitor, record, and provide ongoing
feedback to employee performance. When warranted, assistance with problem solving
should be provided in an attempt to help them succeed. Managers must have observation
and work-sampling skills, training in conflict resolution, problem solving skills, and
coaching skills.
Stage 3

The third stage deals with the written performance appraisal process in which
managers must make accurate and non-biased decisions regarding employee
performance. They must "employ sound judgment, effective decision making, and
unambiguous and clear writing skills in creating a written document of the employee's
contribution" (Fink & Longenecker, 1998, Linking Appraisal Skills and the Appraisal

Process section, 7 4). In order to accomplish such, they must have specific knowledge of
the rating form and its guidelines for accurate completion, the ability to evaluate the
subordinate's actual performance without bias, and written skills that accurately
document performance.

Stage 4
The fourth and last stage is the performance appraisal review and requires skills
that require the manager to meet with and review performance ratings with the
subordinate, subordinate reactions, and problem solving techniques that will assist the
subordinate in achieving improved importance and career development. "Traditional
approaches" of appraisal procedures should not only be reviewed by organizations, but
they should "design new appraisal tools that would better serve the purposes of
improving the quality of employee performance and generating higher production rates"
(Crane & Crane, 2000, Introduction section, 7 2). The skills necessary for accomplishing
such includes specific knowledge and application of appraisal review procedures,
coaching skills, conflict resolution, problem solving regarding employee concerns,
workplace fmstrations, and performance barriers, and employee development and career
counseling.

Performance Appraisals and Employee Development
There are several studies identifying the significance of personal appraisal
systems to organizations as well as employee development. "Performance appraisal
should be an important component of both the organization's succession planning
program and the individual employee's career self-management" (Coutts, 2004,
Introduction section, 7 8). One common benefit is reward and recognition for a job well

done. "Those who perform better should receive higher ratings and subsequently get
higher pay raises, be promoted faster, attend more advanced training, be assigned to more
significant jobs and receive other types of rewards and recognition, which accompany
doing a job well" (Bartol, 2002, Use of Performance Appraisal Results section, 7 1).
There are a number of factors involved in the promotional process that may
hnder placement of the right person for the right job. First, sophisticated skills to
complex jobs may be skewed and top performers may be difficult to find. This may be
due to finding individuals with all the right qualifications, changing demands within the
internal environment, and competition among similar organizational types seeking the
same qualified candidate pool (Fernandez & Araoz, 2005).

"For most companies,

employees are the most valuable assets" (Hass, Burnaby, & Bierstaker, 2005, Evaluation
section, fi 2).
When it comes to leadership and motivation in the public sector, a larger number
of innovations come from middle-managers or front-line staff, partially due to greater
numbers of these positions within the public organization, as well as they tend to have the
technical expertise. "Agency heads tended to be the initiators when they took over as the
new leader" (Borins, 2002, Three Ideal Types of Public Sector Innovation section, fi 6).
Both middle-manger and front-line staff types play key roles in creating
organizational opportunity and proactively addressing internal issues. "The quantitative
evidence shows that bottom-up innovations occur more frequently in the public sector
than received wisdom would have us believe. The individuals who initiate and drive
these innovations are acting as informal leaders. The visibility these individuals gain and

the results they achieve lead them to be promoted rapidly to positions of formal leaders"
(Borins, 2002, Conclusion section, 7 3).
Initiative and upward mobility are dependent upon the police executive (chief).
Borins (2002) found that, in New York City, during the mid-1990s when crime was
running rampant, the police chief encouraged and rewarded successll innovation, and
those with original ideas and untapped talents. The result of these qualities resulted in
upward mobility.
Performance and Upward Mobility

In a 1999 study involving a comprehensive analysis of chief positions within the
State of Illinois was undertaken. Results indicated that functions performed by police
chiefs differ according to departmental size. "As an executive in a government agency, a
chiefs primary responsibilities revolve around acquiring resources for the department so
its members are able to perform their job duties and carry out responsibilities" (Kitzman,
1999, Discussion and Conclusions section,

7 2).

In order to accomplish such, the chief

must establish, maintain, and foster political relationships without becoming politically
involved. By achieving greater autonomy through this relationship of trust, departmental
and community success can be achieved.
Influential factors of executives have been identified as having a strong need to
achieve, strong interpersonal skills, and the ability to negotiate and persuade others
(Hunt, 2006). Characteristics include task oriented, excellent communication skills, the
ability and willingness to take responsible risks, and motivating others. Executives tend
to be motivating, have a sense of conviction, and are resilient. Hunt (2006) found
achievement to be a significant part of senior executive progression within one's career.

"A high achievement orientation is evident in individuals who demonstrate a persistent

concern for meeting self-imposed standards of performance and is commensurate with
high levels of goal achievement" (Hunt, 2006, Conclusions and Implications section, 7
1).

Upward mobility factors should be based on objective performance; however, it is
realized that rater-biases and other subjective factors influence the decision making
process such as behaviors and traits of a person (Schyns, 2006). "First of all, the decision
as to who is promoted is based on certain criteria. These can vary a great deal based on
the type of profession as well as the type of profession as well as the type of leadership
position in question" (Schyns, 2006, Moderating Effects on the Relationship Between
Implicit Leadership Theories and Promotion Decisions section, 7 2). In cases where sales
may be important, the objective criteria sought might rest on the number of sales,
whereas in police organizations, visionary leadership qualities such as affectively
reducing robberies may be the basis of promotion.
Upward mobility may rest upon Reliable or Exceptional Performance (Beehr &
Taber, 1993). In a study conducted by Taylor and Smith (1987) they found similar
dimension standards, defined as Meets Standards, Exceeds Standards, and Outstanding.
"Achieving excellence requires a powerful exciting vision that moves people to act in
concert to delight the customer. This vision must be based on a set of values that are easy
to understand and widely practiced. Such values are likely to include honesty and
trustworthiness, caring and respect for the dignity of the individual, innovation and
creativity, openness and flexibility, and commitment to customer service and continuous
improvement" (Scheuing, 1999, Creating Customer Passion section, 7 3).

Other upward mobility descriptors include identifying the attributes and skills
necessary for each task or project, addressing generational gaps and motivating
accordingly, and blending and funneling individual skills and qualities toward meeting
individual and collective goals and objectives (Patota, Schwartz, & Schwartz, 2007).
"Their quest for excellence takes many paths and comes together within their character as
they use the power afforded by their freedom to achieve self-creation" (Dawson, 2005,
Business Ethics section, 7 11).
"The innovators looking for progress and product innovation in the workplace and
the market often need to break the old rules and define new standards to achieve their
aims; they are visually classified as the mavericks of an organization. Their role,
particularly among the elite knowledge workers, is often critical to succeed in the high
rate of change driving today's business enterprise" (Dawson, 2005, Business Ethics
section,

7

1).

Equally important is the executive commander's executive team.

"Although the chief executive's role in strategic change is critical, the other members of
the firm's top management team also have an important influence on strategic choices"
(Boeker, 1997, Top Management Team Characteristics section, 7 1).
There are also difficulties in measuring subjective promotional performance
standards such as interpersonal skills and administrative skills in contrast to cognitive
skills such as scores, seniority, and test results. Regardless, each of these factors should
be based on the ability to achieve and reach goals and objectives. In doing such,
consideration should be given to those who attain these and other characteristics that
enhance organizational direction. "Because public sector organizations subscribe to the

merit principle, ability should therefore be an important source of upward mobility
within" (Matheson, 1999, Ability section, 7 1).
Creativity, verbal communications, flexibility, adaptability, trust, managerial
skills, and social and cultural attributes are examples of important leadership dimensions
in upward mobility, but may be more difficult to measure. Matheson (1999) found four
basic sources for upward mobility: ability to perform

-

based on skill and work

commitment; reputation - based on ability, visibility, and demeanor; social credentials
and patronage - based on kinship, friendship, and loyalty ties. In addition to the above,
luck also plays an important factor in promotion. "The result is that career attainment is
to a large degree an outcome of chance factors" (Matheson, 1999, Conclusion section,

3).

In total, this review critically analyses and describes various traditional and

nontraditional appraisal models, performance, and non-performance criteria found within
the evaluative process, and their upward mobility impact within the organization.

Theoretical Models
Traditional Performance Appraisal Model

The Traditional performance appraisal model can be traced back to the early part
of the 2othcentury, with an emphasis of its use following WWII. Its initial design was to
justify salary and wage benefits or denial, based on performance. "In the 1950s, the
potential usefulness of appraisal as a tool for employee motivation and development was
gradually recognized" (Zall, 2000, Introduction section, 7 3).
Performance appraisals usually involve annual or semi-annual review, between
supervisor and subordinate, where strengths and weaknesses are discussed with the intent
of improvement. Many organizations use performance appraisal results for merit raises
and promotions. There is much controversy to this as to the validity of this model as they
are susceptible to personal bias by the rater.

In an article entitled, "Performance

Evaluation in Work Settings," authors h e y and Murphy (1998) cite rating fairness and
bias issues. For example, a study conducted by Focus found that in many cases,
evaluation was based on race; studies by; Ford et a1 (1986) identified racial differences in
ratings as whites were rated higher than blacks across 53 studies using subjective and
objective measures.
Sackett and Dubois' (1991) study challenged the argument that raters of the same
race favored those rated of the same race. Their study involved 36,000 in 174 jobs.
Their findings demonstrated that blacks were rated lower by raters of both races. "Oppler
et a1 (1992) noted that differences observed between black and white ratees in
performance do not necessarily imply bias; such differences could reflect actual and true

differences between such samples" (Arvey & Murphy 1998, Rating Fairness and Bias
Issues section, T[ 4).
Age performance studies were once popular, but have not received much attention
as of late. McEvoy and Casio's (1989) study involved 96 independent studies. "Their
meta-analysis showed that age and performance generally were unrelated" (Arvey &
Murphy 1998, Rating Fairness and Bias Issues section, % 5). There were very few gender
performance studies; however, Pulakos et al (1989) did show that males received higher
ratings than did females.
Rating type and format in regard to rating minorities were investigated by
Bemardin et a1 (1995). Through expert witness review, they found problems with
performance appraisal systems that were too subjective or insufficiently specific and not
the result of race or gender bias.
Multilevel Performance Appraisal Model
The Multilevel Performance Appraisal and Continuous Quality Improvement
models are used to determine whether desired performance standards are being achieved
at all levels of the organization: a holistic appraisal tool (Mohammad & Rad, 2006). The
model "enables the manager to evaluate organizational progress as a sum of contributions
made by individual work behavior, performance of quality groups, and achievement of
the organizational mission" (Crane & Crane, 2000, Introduction section, T[ 3).
Overall, quality improvement is a major objective of public and private
institutions. Under this model, a comprehensive review involves the team and not just
the individual. Like Total Quality Management, it involves creating "a managerial
atmosphere, in which employees can participate in goal setting, work process planning,

and decision making in their work place" (Crane & Crane, 2000, The Need For A New
Model Group Based section, 7 2).
The model includes the need for specific design based on the organizational
structure. Second, partnerships and teamwork are main components of the organizational
culture in which a majority of employees share in these values.

Third, senior

management must be a considerable part of the process if it is to succeed. Fourth,
measurements used in the evaluation process must be clearly defined and understood by
all participants. Finally, there must be a balance to the model in terms of what purposes
it serves, i.e., intrinsic and monetary rewards (Crane & Crane, 2000).
Although many scholars believe that performance appraisal systems are
beneficial, others believe it to be detrimental to the organizational environment. Studies
investigating appraisal policies have been studied for over 50 years with no final
consensus on this issue. "The task at hand is to revise existing evaluation policies in
order to make them congruent with contemporary standards of quality management"
(Crane & Crane, 2000, Information section, 7 2).
A case study conducted by Crane and Crane (2000) involved a health care
organization utilizing Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) as an approach from a
holistic perspective; that is, one that encompasses the entire organization. "The multilevel appraisal model examined in this article enables the manager to evaluate
organizational progress as a sum of contributions made by individual work behavior,
performance of quality groups and achievement of the organizational mission" (Crane &
Crane, 2000, Information section, 7 3). The foundation of that study was to improve and

strengthen teamwork and a collaborative atmosphere and focuses upon the evaluation of
group performance rather than traditional, individual performance.
Traditionally, performance appraisal systems are utilized to assist in making
organizational decisions such as promotions, transfers, bonuses, merit pay, suspensions,
and even terminations (Smith & Rupp, 2003). Modem organizations utilize different
appraisal designs that include, but are not limited to, "comparative procedures, absolute
standard procedures and management by objective" (Crane & Crane, 2000, Traditional
Model of the Performance Appraisal: Individual Based section, Tj 1).
Unfortunately, there are a number of variables that can affect the review by the
supervisor, over which the subordinate has no control. For example, uncertainty of
criteria, what the employee is going to be evaluated on, effort in the workplace that has
no tangible measurement, and performance evaluations presented to new supervisors to
complete even though they are recently assigned to evaluate the employee and do not
base it solely on a complete period of actual review. In addition, many supervisors do not
like the appraisal system as it often pits supervisor against the employee, i.e. an
adversarial system. Seldom are appraisal systems geared toward creating, developing, or
enhancing teamwork and group performance, in a total quality management environment
(Soltani, 2005).
CQI focused on quality improvement in an environment, which places emphasis
on a joint effort from an entire team fulfilling target tasks. The model recognizes the
importance of intrinsic motivators such as job challenge and fulfillment recognition from
their accomplishment and participation "in goal setting, work process planning, and
decision making in their work place" (Crane & Crane, 2000, The Need for a New Model

Group Based section,
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2). To assist employees in reaching these incentives, these

authors suggest that management should provide employee training and continuing
education incentives, consider redistribution of work assignments and schedules, and
focus on "individual potential rather than on current level of skills and capabilities"
(Crane & Crane, 2000, The Need for a New Model Group Based section, 7 3). Within
this model, employees participate as a team solving problems and making decisions that
improve morale and raise employee productivity.
To emphasize, Crane and Crane (2000) cite the Multi-Dose Pharmacy (MDP)
Case Study: Multi-dose Pharmaceutical Services Inc. (not the company's real name),
was established in 1984, and provides pharmaceutical services to approximately 5000
beds in 67 facilities. It has 60 full-time and 30 part-time employees. In 1990, the
company developed and utilized an individual performance appraisal system in which
supervisors were responsible for preparing, and, in the case of the employee's falling
within the upper 25 percent, receiving monetary bonuses. The system was designed to
motivate employees toward higher levels of performance and productivity by affording a
monetary incentive, as well as punish employees who performed less than 75 percent.
In 1992, a survey was conducted that enabled employees to evaluate the appraisal
system. The survey revealed that managers and supervisors endorsed the appraisal
system more than those subordinates being evaluated. "Responses from both groups
showed that very few of the overall personnel through that the policy had enhanced
individual productivity, which was the ultimate goal of the policy implementation"
(Crane & Crane, 2000, The Multi-Dose Pharmacy Case Study section, 74).

There is a more advanced peer review system that utilizes multiple appraisals. It
acknowledges that every employee is both evaluated and evaluating. With a system such
as this, individuals that observe each other's actions can better evaluate the ratee from
various perspectives. The foundation of this presumption, however, lies with the
assumption that those observing can provide meaningful evaluations of their colleagues'
performance. Resistance to such a system can be to a number of factors such as friendly
relations between individuals could be interpreted as being prejudicial. Similar with that
of many supervisors, preparing evaluations of ones' own peers could be unwanted
pressure as well.
"There are several management implications for the successful implementation of
the multi-level appraisal system. First, it is extremely important that specific features of
the particular organization are considered. Depending on the mission and goals of an
organization, it is necessary to thoroughly discuss what aspect of individual behavior
should be evaluated, what standards of the group quality performance would be
prioritized, and how the success on the organizational level would be judged" (Crane &
Crane, 2000, Managerial Implications section,
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1). Second, it is essential that the

organizational culture encourages partnership and teamwork among employees and that
the majority of the members share these values. Third, management should be as
committed to the changes in the system as the rest of the employees and even more so.
Fourth, management must "establish a clear understanding about measures of both
individual and organizational success and how the results of the appraisal will be put to
use" (Crane & Crane, 2000, Managerial Implications section, 7 4). Lastly, behavior and
performance requirements for monetary reward should be clearly defined. The key to

this is to "find a balance between both monetary and intrinsic rewards" (Crane & Crane,
2000, Managerial Implications section, T/ 5).
360-Degree Performance Appraisal Model

The 360-Degree performance appraisal model gathers ratings of an employee
from those considered best to observe them, i.e., supervisors, peers, and customers. This
multi-rater model was designed in the 1990s. It continues to be the focus of controversy,
as it is both criticized and lauded by many of its participants. The debate stems from
concern with "validating of the measurement instruments, the process through which they
are administered, and how the feedback is eventually used by the organizations" (Scott &
Einstein, 2001, Sources of Performance Data section, 1).
According to a study conducted by Boswell & Boudreau (2000), most employees
receiving the model approved only when it was used for developmental purposes and not
evaluation.

This model is best used for employee development, measuring goal

attainment, and measuring performance more than once a year.

Integrity of this

instrument is based, in part, in its measurement of behavior that has been clearly defined
and the reviewer is knowledgeable in its application (Scott & Einstein, 2001).
Generally, performance feedback is expected to provide insight that will more
likely improve employee performance. At the same time, it is recognized time and time
again that in a number of cases, feedback might be less than effective. It is accepted that
employees want feedback that denotes how they are performing and, in cases where
formal feedback is not realized, the employee will seek that information on their own.
"Feedback is also seen as an important source of motivating potential on the job and its

presence has been proposed to lead to increased satisfaction and motivation" (DeNisi &
Kluger, 2000, Introduction section, 7 2).
Although it is generally assumed that feedback leads to improved output in
comparison to employees who receive none, "actual data concerning the effectiveness of
the feedback is fairly limited" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, Introduction section,

7

2).

Further, in a previous by the authors entitled, "The Effects of Feedback Interventions on
Performance: Historical review, A meta-Analysis, and a Preliminary Feedback
Intervention Theory, they found that although feedback interventions were generally
effective, "in more than one-third of the cases feedback actually lowered subsequent
performance" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, Introduction section, 7 3).
DeNisi and Kluger's (2000) study was limited to performance information that
was provided by outside sources with the purpose of influencing behavior and
performance. They also focused on interventions directed at a specific person or group,
and excluded factors such as actual performance of task, feedback that was sought by the
employee, and any feedback regarding personality. A literature review revealed that
recent reviews did not go further back than 1956. They also "conducted a meta-analysis
of the empirical studies that had tested how well [the positive effects of feedback on
performance] these interventions worked" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, Does Feedback Work
section, 7 6).
Although they initially reviewed 3000 papers, they narrowed their search and
study to 131 in which the information required for the meta-analysis was contained. This
limitation was due to a common problem of identifying a "control group that had not
received feedback" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, Does Feedback Work section,

7

6).

"Overall, the results of that meta-analysis indicated a modest, but positive effect of
feedback on performance overall (less than one-half of one standard deviation
improvement in performance), but 38 percent of the feedback effected were actual
negative. That is, in over one-third of the cases where it was possible to assess the
effectiveness of feedback, providing feedback, actually hurt subsequent performance"
(DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, Does Feedback Work section, 7 7).
They also searched for a unified theory describing how feedback affects behavior
and performance was inconclusive; however, they took pieces of theories and proposed
their own model, which they called, the "feedback intervention theory, which is based on
five basic assumptions:
Behavior is regulated by a comparison of feedback with a goal or standard: this
assumption suggests that when there is a gap between feedback and a goal, the
employee usually acts to reduce that gap. This, however, is not always the case.
For example, the incumbent could, instead, lower a goal or fail to give their best
effort where a goal may not be realized.
Goals or standards are arranged hierarchically:

as a result of a strong

foundation in cognitive psychology, which is "abstracted into three-basic levels
of goals" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, How Does Feedback Operate section, 7 3).
The first is a self-level in which goals are related to one's self-concept that is
"equated with some higher order goal" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, How Does
Feedback Operate section, 7 3). The negative implication of this abstract is that
a high achiever, who is not able to attain a goal essential to their self-concept,
may question what kind of person they really are. This thought process can then

interfere with an ability to focus on the task itself and improve further
performance.
Next is the task level "and the goals at this level are related to actual task
performance" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, How Does Feedback Operate section, Tj
4). Any effort to improve performance would deal with reducing he difference

between actual and desired performance. Any effort to improve performance
would deal with reducing the difference between actual and desired
performance. It is at this level that most feedback interventions are likely to
"produce the desired effect of feedback on motivation and, subsequently, on
performance" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, How Does Feedback Operate section, Tj
4 1.

The third and lowest level of attention is the task learning level that "includes
goals related to the details, or actual actions involved in performing the task at
hand" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, How Does Feedback Operate section, Tj 5). In a
scenario such as this, the incumbent's attention might be more focused on
attempting a more appropriate approach to reaching a goal rather than focusing
on the actual achievement itself.
Attention is limited, so only those feedback standard gaps that receive attention
will regulate behavior: the intended outcome of most feedback interventions
comes from our attention on the task level. The authors' study identified that
this is a successful approach as they focus attention at this desired level. For
example, when a gap is brought to the incumbent's attention, only the task at

hand becomes the focal point and the result should be performance
improvement over time.
When attention is focused on learning goals, details became the focus of
performance. When one can identify a void and then address it, the feedback is
likely to result in improved performance; however, it there is not enough
information or there is a mistake in identifying the right information, the proper
hypothesis about how to improve is skewed and performance is sure to suffer.
"Furthermore, such feedback can cause the person to focus on the details of the
process at the expense of actual performance" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, At
Which Level of Attention Should We Focus Feedback Interventions section, 7
2).

"The biggest potential problem, however, comes when our attention
shifts to focus on self' (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, At Which Level of Attention
Should We Focus Feedback Interventions section,

7 3).

Impairment tends to

shift the focus from performance to how we view ourselves while producing
strong reactions such as despair, disappointment or even elation.
All of these internal reactions can interfere with performance. Attention
is normally directed to a moderate level in the hierarchy. The authors' metaanalysis and the larger body of literature on feedback suggest, "the answer to the
question about which level is best is complex" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, At
Which Level of Attention Should We Focus Feedback Interventions section, 7

11).

Regardless, a number of points seem clear, specifically: feedback most typically
focuses attention at the level of task performance. Feedback at this level is generally
useful, but its usefulness depends on many factors. If efforts to improve performance
fail, or if feedback otherwise focuses on details of performance. Without providing a
means for improvement, attention will become focused on the task learning level. If the
feedback provides enough information for the person to form correct hypothesis about
how to improve performance, attention at this level will eventually lead and improve
performance otherwise, attention will focus a detail only, and performance will suffer.
If feedback focuses attention at the level of the self because it is personalized, or
because the task in question is closely related to the person's self-concept, subsequent
performance would typically suffer, as the person's attention will be distracted from task
improvement. But, even the generally detrimental effects of feedback induced attention
to the self are likely to be further complicated by the meaning of the task for the feedback
recipient, such that if the task in question is one the person wants to work at, and the
feedback is positive, or the task is one the person must work at and the feedback is
negative, subsequent performance is likely to improve. If the task in question is one the
person wants to work at, and the feedback is negative, or the task is one the person must
work at and the feedback is positive, subsequent performance is likely to decline.
Feedback interventions change the focus of attention and so affect behavior: Both
research and the DeNisi and Kluger's (2000) analysis suggested that feedback
interventions involving complex tasks usually resulted in a performance decline, as a
shift to the task learning level without sufficient information could distract the intended

focus. It is also noted that the literature suggests that feedback, which compares the
performance to others, was associated with performance declines.
Computer generated feedback, as a source of providing feedback seemed to
increase the effectiveness of the feedback in comparison to having supervisors provide it
personally.

DeNisi and Kluger (2000) predicted and their results supported the

hypothesis that feedback interventions were "more effective when they were
accompanied by goal-setting interventions" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, What Other Factors
Influence the Effects of Feedback section, 7 5).
A number of recommendations to increase the effectiveness of feedback

interventions were made:
"Focus on the task and task performance only, not on the person or any part of the
person's self-concept.
Be presented in ways that do not threaten the ego of the recipient.
Include information about how to improve performance.
Include a formal goal-setting plan along with the feedback.
Maximize information relating to performance improvements and minimize
information concerning the relative performance of others."
Ten percent of US organizations are utilizing 360-degree appraisal systems with a
larger number employing some aspect of this model. DeNisi and Kluger (2000) state,
"the principles of our feedback intervention theory as a basis for evaluating the potential
of 360-degree systems for developing effective feedback (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000,
Feedback Issues in 360-Degree Appraisal Systems section, 7 1). The 360-degree system
provides evaluative feedback from multiple sources rather than a single source. This

system allows the recipient to receive information they might otherwise not receive and,
at the same time, allows those raters in the best position to observe and provide relevant
input to do so.
Designers of the model suggested that it only be used for developmental purposes
or to help organizational change. Regardless, "a recent survey of developers of 360Degree Systems indicated that 85 percent of respondents reported their clients used these
systems primarily for development but only half used them exclusively for development"
(DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, How Are 360-Degree Appraisals Used section, 7 1).
Authors DeNisi and Kluger (2000) stressed that employees are most likely to be
effective if their attention is focused on goals at the task performance level and less likely
to be successful if the focus moves toward the self, which 360-degree systems have a
tendency of doing. Another consideration for their ineffectiveness is that in many
organizations, they administered the model only once and "this makes it impossible for
employees to receive feedback that their performance is improving over time, which has
been found to improve feedback effectiveness" (DeNisi and Kluger, 2000, Are 360Degree Appraisals Effective Feedback Mechanisms section,

7

3).

Their

recommendations for 360-Degree Systems are:
Avoid using 360-degree appraisals for decision-making. Instead, they should
only be used for developmental purposes.
Help employees interpret and react to the ratings.
Multi-source appraisals often present conflicting messages to the employee.
Although the advantage of the system is to provide different aspects to the
incumbent, it is sometimes difficult for an employee to decipher "whose feedback

to react to when making changes" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, Help Employees
Interpret and React to the Ratings section, 7 1). If, however, the system is to be
used, personal coaches who can interpret discrepancies in model and assist the
employee by providing a strategy to improve performance, is recommended.
Minimize the Amount of Data Presented to the employee.
Comparisons of ratings from other sources, coupled with comparison ratings from
other employees, should be limited as the tendency is to focus on self rather than
the task performance level.
Do not have all raters evaluate employees in all areas. Only qualified sources
should be used, as it is critical for feedback effectiveness.
Include a formal goal-setting component in the system. This factor "increases the
effectiveness of any feedback intervention" (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000, Include a
Formal Goal-Setting Component section, 7 1).
Implement a 360-degree system only when the system is used regularly as a
methodology to signal employees that their performance is improving, which is
important for improving the effectiveness of feedback.
"There have been very few published reports about the effectiveness of 360degree appraisals and the results of those studies are far from inclusive" (DeNisi &
Kluger, 2000, Evaluate the Effectivness of the 360-Degree Appraisal Systems section,

71). These systems are expensive and like other appraisal systems, not the sole fix in
effecting performance improvements.

Evaluative Performance Appraisal Model

The Evaluative performance model "includes the use of performance appraisals
for salary administration, promotion decisions, retention-termination decisions,
recognition of individual performance, layoffs, and the identification of poor
performance" (Boswell & Boudreau, 2000, Theory and Hypothesis section, 11). The
Developmental performance model "functions include the identification of individual
training needs, providing performance feedback, determining transfers and assignments,
and the identification of individual strengths and weaknesses" (Boswell & Boudreau,
2000, Theory and Hypothesis section, f 1).
Forced Ranking Performance Appraisal Model

Forced ranking, utilizes employee performance to determine the top and bottom
performers within an organization. Often, forced ranking is based on a bell curve where
performance markers such as traffic tickets, felony arrests, calls handled, etc., can clearly
identify quantity of work, which tends to be the main-focus of policing. As such, these
"top performers" are considered the superstars, receiving high performance appraisals
across the board and even development opportunities, i.e. transfers to prestigious
assignments (homicide, robbery, etc.), while those at the bottom are often left to continue
with little if no sigh of hope of moving forward or up the food chain. A clear problem is,
however, quantity is usually over-rated, and alone, fails to demonstrate the quality of
these variables, nor the interpersonal skills involved in the policelcitizen contact.
"Today, as many as 20 percent of Fortune 500 companies now apply forced
ranking" (Johnson, 2004, Introduction section, 11). Examples include General Electric,
Ford Motor Company, and PepsiCo are just a few. This process utilizes employee

performance to determine the top and bottom performers within an organization. In order
to accomplish this, most of these organizations rank employees on a bell curve. As such,
the top performers are "considered" the superstars, receiving bonuses and development
opportunities, while those at the bottom are often encouraged to leave or terminated.
Forced ranking is used both long and short term. As a short-term fix, it can be
utilized to effectively identify the 10 percent of your work force that are not major
contributors within the first year. When followed by the same percentage the second and
third year, those considered as "the organizational fat," are removed, leaving the
remainder to be "productive employees."
Problems can easily rise through a process such as this. For example, Johnson
found that Hut Rogers, President of Development Dimensions International, which is a
human resource consulting company based in Pittsburgh, managed and worked under
forced ranking systems throughout his career. "We found ways to work around the
system real fast. Some managers hire low potential employees from the start. I met a
manager who hired someone he knew was not a top performer, but he needed to fill his
quota of C-performers so he offered that employee up. Employees under a forced
ranking system begin to doubt their abilities to do a good job. They believe that their
continued employment rests not on what they do but on who supports them and how well
they can articulate that" (Johnson, 2004, Introduction section, 7 9).
There are several successful alternatives to forced ranking. One way is to "use a
performance management system that holds employees accountable for results,
encourages open and honest feedback between employees at all levels, provides a
convenient way to develop talent, and features a compensation process that is based on

performance and pays the higher performers more than it pays substandard performers"
(Johnson, 2004, Alternatives to Forced Ranking section Tj 1).

Lockheed Martin

Corporation utilized an employee-driven solution in 2002, which resulted in "a threephase process for managers that included setting employee expectations in the first
quarter of the year; ensuring that employees were performing to expectations throughout
the year with interim reviews, ongoing feedback and coaching; and finally completing an
assessment during the first quarter of the second year" (Johnson, 2004, An EmployeeDriven Solution section, Tj 6).
Management by Objectives Performance Appraisal Model
"One of the must popular future-oriented performance appraisal techniques
utilizes the management by objectives approach" (Thomson, 2006, Future-Oriented
section, 7 1). Under this system, the employee and appraiser work together to establish
goals that are likely to motivate the employee. In cases where goals are not met,
discussions with the employee tend to meet with less criticism. The key to success,
however, requires "specific and measurable goals and a definite time frame" (Thomson,
2006, Future-Oriented section, 7 1).
Assessment Center Performance Appraisal Models
Assessment center evaluations are complex, involving interviews, testing, and
practical exercises, reviewed by a group of evaluators. Strengths and weaknesses are
measured and evaluate to help determine the employee's potential within the
organization. One of the greatest weaknesses of this system, however, is it tends to be
more subjective than objective. They also tend to be expensive as well.

In addition to

the above, the use of psychological testing and self-assessment are additional techniques,

which in the case of the former involves interviews, testing and evaluation of intellectual,
emotional, and work-related characteristics, and where the latter emphasizes meeting
personal goals and improving behaviors that warrant such.
The FBI Performance Appraisal System
The Personnel Decisions Research Institutes, Inc. (PDRI), developed a
performance appraisal system for the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) that was
competency-based, and would meet the Bureau's professional and legal guidelines. In
order to accomplish such, PDRI reviewed and evaluated the Bureau's existing system,
and, through the interview process, evaluated employee concerns regarding the system.
As expected, employees wanted a system that was accurate, unbiased, would "facilitate
constructive feedback, and would promote employee development and career guidance"
(PDRI, 2005, p. 1).
Step 2 involved a job analysis that identified and defined competencies,
formulated job groupings, and defined performance dimensions for employee evaluation
that emphasized accurate performance assessment, employee development and career
guidance based on individual grade levels. Assisted by FBI staff, the performance
appraisal system was developed "to include (1) the clear communication of performance
expectations to subordinates by supervisors (2) periodic performance reviews to inform
employees throughout the appraisal period of performance strengths and limitations (3)
employee input into the performance appraisal process via submission of an
accomplishment record (4) supervisor's assigning performance ratings, conducting
performance review sessions, and providing performance feedback; supervisor providing
the subordinate with specific mechanisms for the employee to use to address performance

limitations or career goals (5) to facilitate employee growth and improvement,
developmental resources guides are being prepared for each job family. They contain onthe-job developmental experiences, internal and external training, and other self-directed
learning experiences targeted to each competency area (6) administrator, supervisor, and
employee training is provided on the system so that all staff are fully aware of their roles
and responsibilities in the new system, and (7) and a performance appraisal system
monitoring process that is capable of identifying and addressing any problems that may
arise with the new system" (PDRI, 2005, pp. 2-3).
Legal Ramifications of Performance Appraisal Systems
"Today individual performance appraisal results are used in the most significant
human resource decisions, including layoff, promotion, discharge, and merit pay actions.
These can be contentious decisions in which many organizations strive to be meticulously
fair and just. Yet, in spite of there best efforts, at times these decisions become the basis
for challenges in our legal system" (Martin, Bartol, & Kehoe, 2000, Introduction section,

T 1).
"Conducting proper employee evaluations is not only important for associations
that want to minimize their risks when defending employment decisions that are attacked
in abusive or wrongful discharge cases, equal employment opportunity (EEO) charges,
and arbitrations.

When properly planned and conducted, employee performance

evaluations or appraisals also can be an important tool for increasing employee morale,
motivation, and productivity. On the other hand, improper employee evaluations can
actually be used against an employer and can subject the employer to an increased

likelihood of litigation" (Baskin, 2002, Legal Guidelines for Associations for Conducting
Employee Evaluations and Performance Appraisals section, 13).
In 1999, for example, there were more that 22,000 employment discrimination
claims. Damages, settlements, and back wages increased from $34 million to $290
million in one year. "Age discrimination, wage and hour, and affirmative action are
among those cases that have been identified as the top eight legal issues affecting human
resources. Performance appraisal is frequently a part of these actions" (Martin, Bartol, &
Kehoe, Introduction section, 7 2).
"Today, there is no dispute that performance appraisal practices are subject to
employment legislation such as Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Further, many
researchers and practitioners view performance appraisal as an employment test covered
by the Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selections Procedures (1978)" (Werner &
Bolino, 1997, Introduction section, 12).
"Because appraisals are used to make promotions and demotions, give raises,
establish salaries, and terminate and transfer workers, they must conform to strict EEOC
Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection procedures. Specifically, the law requires
that performance appraisals: (1) are job related and utilize behavior-oriented, rather traitoriented, criteria; (2) use tests, measurements, scales, feedback, and other evaluation tools
derived from an analysis of each individual job; (3) not reflect a bias based on race, color,
sex, religion, age, or nationality; and (4) be conducted by persons that have distinct
knowledge of the position" (Thomson, 2006, Legal Influences section, 7 2).
Performance appraisals can play a critical role in determining whether the
plaintiff or defense wins.

"As performance appraisals have a profound effect on

employee selection, courts are increasingly scrutinizing the tools and procedures used in
conducting evaluations. Probably, the greatest legal risk for an employer are appraisals
which describe acceptable or good performance and render a subsequent demotion or
dismissal questionable" (Schweiger & Surnners, 1994, Legal Considerations section, 7 1).
Areas such as discrimination in promotion, employee shortcomings to do the job,
individual not qualified for a promotion, and failure to meet organizational performance
expectations are often substantiated or invalidated through the documented efforts of the
appraisal system. Further, because performance appraisal is also "designed to enable
employers to apply negative sanctions to those who fail to achieve a (sometimes
arbitrary) level of performance," consideration must be given to the significance of the
appraisal system itself (Freedland, 1993, Introduction section, 7 1). Examples include
"influence decisions about promotion, or performance-related pay, or re-training, or even
dismissal" (Freedland, 1993, Introduction section, T[ 2).
Often, more than not, is the case where the actual performance appraisal is not the
focal point at issue; however, the performance appraisal ends up either confirming or
conflicting with issues brought to the legal table in cases such as age and sex
discrimination in promotion opportunities and disciplinary actions. Having identified
this, objectivity is still a major factor when analyzing performance appraisal and
discrimination law, as objectivity determines the legitimacy of the performance appraisal
itself. As a result, the performance appraisal system's objectivity can become the focal
issue to include its meaning, rating factors, whether it is attainable, enforceable, as well
as any distortions such as halo affect.

"Furthermore, there has been elaborate

consideration, especially in the context of discrimination issues, of how to validate

performance appraisals by demonstrating their compliance with external criteria of
objectivity such as those derived from job analysis" (Freedland, 1993, The Principle of
Objectivity section, 7 3).
"Based on an analysis of numerous court decisions, the following may be used as
a checklist to reduce the likelihood of court defeat if the appraisal system is legally
challenged: each job is analyzed in specific, objective terms; performance is measured in
work behavior rather than in trait terms; performance expectations are communicated
clearly, and feedback is provided frequently; appraisers are formally trained in
performing evaluations; written, specific instructions exist to conduct appraisals;
personnel decisions should be consistent with appraisals; appraisals are kept confidential;
appraisal system is audited to ensure that it does not disparately impact against a
protected class as defined by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission;
management should be able to prove that evaluated personality traits are important to
distinguish between good and poor performers; employees should have an opportunity to
respond to the evaluation and be able to appeal to an ombudsman; and, management
should be able to demonstrate the appraisal system is a valid predictor of auditor job
performance" (Schweiger, & Sumners, 1994, Legal Considerations section, 7 1).
Other legal considerations include, but are not limited to, ensuring personal
information regarding performance is not provided to outside sources; affording the
employee access to the performance appraisal information; excluding for consideration
personal information that has no relevance to job performance, such as pregnancy, age,
sexual practices, family, and health.

In order to ensure that the performance appraisal system falls within established
legal guidelines, institutions should, "carefully record all decisions related to staffing,
promotions, bonuses, and other actions impacted by appraisals; create specific job
requirements and evaluate objective criteria; share appraisals only with staff members
and people who have an interests in the assessment that is specifically related to the job;
document and follow procedures that eliminate bias and errors from the process; conduct
periodic evaluations of the program to ensure that the appraisal process is producing
unbiased results; have an attorney review appraisal policies and procedures" (Thomson,
2006, Legal Influences section, 7 5).
A chronology of major milestones regarding employee performance management

in the federal government is as follows:
The Pendleton Act of 1883 attempted to provide a merit system to end favoritism,
but no centralized system was established.
The first law on appraisal directed the US Civil Service Commission to establish a
uniform efficiency rating for all federal agencies (1912).
The Classification Act of 1923 utilized a graphic rating scale to measure service
rendered.
In 1935, the Civil Service Commission established the Uniform Efficiency Rating
System, which used Quality of Performance, Productiveness, and Qualifications
as headers, which was used until 1950.
The Ramspeck Act of 1940 established Boards of Review to decide the rating
appeals in each agency.

The Performance Rating Act of 1950 was designed to identify the best and the
worst employees through the use of three rating levels: Outstanding, Satisfactory,
and Unsatisfactory.
In 1954, the Incentive Awards Act awarded outstanding performance, suggestions
for improvement, inventions, and special acts or service through recognition and
cash payments.
The Government Employee's Training Act of 1958 provided training to improve
performance and prepare for future advancement.
The Civil Service Reform Act (1978) required all entities to utilize an appraisal
system that had to be: (1) based on job-related performance standards, in 1978 (2)
encouraged employee participation (3) used as a basis for training, rewards,
reassignment, promotion, demotion, retention, and termination and, (4) appealable
to the Merit Systems Protection Board. Additionally, the Act established a
separate performance appraisal system for senior executive service employees and
performance-related pay authorities.
Contextual and Rater Factors Affecting Rating Behavior
There is "evidence that rating inaccuracy has more to do with the deliberate,
volitional distortion performance ratings than was previously recognized in recent years"
(Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005, Introduction section,

7

2).

The concept of

"deliberate distortion" is supported through a number of rater, ratee, and administrator
surveys, as well as empirical data that identify "rating distortions occur because of
supervisors' feelings of discomfort with the appraisal system and its outcomes, and

reflect their conscious efforts to produce ratings that will achieve personal goals" (Tziner,
Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005, Introduction section, T[ 2).
There are a number of possible influences that can affect a rater's motivation or
ability to appraise subordinates accurately. These include, but are not limited to
deliberate, volitional distortion of performance ratings. "Empirical data indicates that
these deliberate rating distortions occur because of supervisor's feelings of discomfort
with the appraisal system and its outcomes and reflect their conscious efforts to produce
ratings that will achieve personal goals" (Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005,
Introduction section, f 2).
There are reasons for this: self-efficacy, what the performance appraisal is used
for, organizational climate and culture, attitudes toward the organization, orientation to
appraisal systems, rater frustrations, and rater personality to name a few. "Rating errors
can destroy the effectiveness of the appraisal process. Rating errors can result from
unintentional errors such as unconscious biases and information processing errors
associated with how people observe, store, recall information; or form intentional errors
which result from such things as raters wanting to be liked or fear of conflict or
confrontation with employees when giving negative appraisals" (Fink & Longenecker,

1998, Key Competency 3: Effective Decision-Making SkillsISound Judgment section, f
1).

A major intent of the performance appraisal is to act as a mechanism to change or
improve employee performance. "For all the add-on justifications, there are two basic
expectations of a performance appraisal system. The first is that it will aid managers
substantially in the short term by improving employee performance and over the long

term by contributing to employee development" (Ron, 1991, But Is It section, 7 1). The
question, therefore, arises as to what affect, if any, do they improve the dynamics of the
employee that an organization seeks.
"A substantial body of research indicates differences in raters' behaviors when

they believe that appraisals are to be used for achieving administrative awards, such as
promotion or salary raises, rather than for feedback and development purposes" (Tziner,
Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005, Proximal Influences section, 7 4). Regarding the latter, it is
suggested that performance ratings do not matter as "supervisors may consciously
discriminate against subordinates, especially those with little job experience or who are
know to demonstrate low confidence levels in the supervisor and/or in the appraisal
system" (Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005, Proximal Influences section, 7 5).
"Other studies over the years have turned up a host of reasons why their ratings
employees receive from their supervisors are not always accurate or fair. For instance,
supervisors sometimes focus on the employee's most recent behavior instead of
considering performance over the entire period of the review; racial bias may creep into
reviews; complainant subordinates may be rated higher than assertive ones; a supervisor
who doesn't know much about a particular employee's performance may just guess when
filling out the appraisal form; and even when supervisors are familiar with their
subordinates' performance, ratings are subjective, as demonstrated by studies showing
that different appraisers assign different ratings to the same performers" (Ron, 1991, Fix
the People Using the System section, 74).
There are a number of studies that indicate that the rater's personal likes or
dislikes for the ratee has a direct influence on the rater's evaluation of the ratee

(Antonioni, 1999; Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998; Tziner, et al, 2005). "A rater's liking of
the ratee, even through irrelevant to the performance rating task, is a dimension that can
determine rater's evaluations of performance" (Antonioni, 1999, Review of Literature
and Hypotheses section, 7 1). "Liking" might be interpreted in a number of ways, but is
generally associated with attraction and similarity between subordinate and supervisor,
and the quality of the dyadic relationship. "In general, the conclusions that may be drawn
from the studies are that a rater's affective regard for a ratee is associated frequently with
such correlates as higher ratings, a higher quality relationship, less inclination to punish
poor performance, and greater halo and less accuracy" (Lefkowitz, 2000, The Empirical
Literature Concerning Supervisor Liking and Performance Appraisals section, 7 1).
Observation is another factor that has a direct influence on ratee assessment.
"Research has indicated that the accuracy of performance judgments increases as a
function of the rater's opportunity to observe the ratee's behavior and of the time actually
spent observing behavior" (Antonioni, 1999, Review of Literature and Hypotheses
section

7 5).

Spatial distance also seems to play a key role in the motivation of the

participant to do their best because of the likelihood of being observed.
The results of a study conducted by Antonioni (1999) to find empirical evidence
relating to rater affect on upward performance ratings found "that when the effects of the
manger's performance results are controlled, upward appraisal ratings are influenced by
subordinate's affect toward their mangers and by the amount of observation the
subordinates have of their managers' behavior" (Antonioni, 1999, Conclusion and
Implications section, 71). This study is significant in that a number of organizations are
now utilizing employee feedback to rate the raters. "A rater's affect toward the ratee

should be acknowledged in some manner rather than overlooked or discounted, especially
when upward appraisal ratings are used for evaluation purposes. However, convincing
raters that their affect toward ratees are linked to perceptions of performance may be a
challenge. Therefore, organizations should assess tater affect toward ratees and use the
results to convince raters that affect does significantly influence ratings. This means that
organizations also have to be willing to acknowledge that affect influences ratings"
(Antonioni, 1999, Implications for Practitioners and Future Research section, 7 1).
Inefficient or improper training cultivates a lack of performance appraisal
importance. "Raters require training in providing performance feedback, counseling
employees, conducting the appraisal interview, setting goals and performance standards,
cultivating employee participation, identification and avoidance of rating errors,
information processing strategies, documentation techniques, diary keeping, and how to
use the appraisal form, among other subjects" (Roberts, 1998, An Absence of
Organizational Commitment Inadequate Rater Training section, 7 3).
The research suggests that, at the very least, that performance appraisal systems
need at least two components to succeed, a sound rating process and a rater with the skills
and motivation to conduct effective appraisals. "Research results indicate that while a
technically sound rating process is important, the primary cause of ineffective
performance appraisal form both the perspective of employees (ratees) and managers
(raters) is not poor rating procedures, forms, or systems but instead the poor rating skills
of managers" (Fink & Longenecker, 1998, Introduction section,

7 5).

It is clear that

training plays a critical role in the success or failure of system. Annual training, roleplaying, practice, and how to rate accurately should be, at a minimum, part of any culture

wherein performance appraisals are used. "A lack of organizational commitment is a
serious problem for many appraisal systems. An absence of organizational commitment
manifests itself in several ways.

One of the most important is the absence of

comprehensive performance appraisal training.

Raters normally do not possess the

knowledge, skills, and abilities to become an effective rater" (Roberts, 1998, An Absence
of Organizational Commitment Inadequate Rater Training section, 7 1).
Raters who pursue different goals often give different ratings. For example, when
a supervisor has a goal in mind other than simply providing accurate ratings (i.e. getting
in good with a subordinate who is a close friend of the boss), efforts and strategies, as
well as any biases may affect the motivation and direction of the performance appraisal.
"Thus, inaccurate or distorted ratings might not be an indication that raters cannot
accurately evaluate performance. Rather, they may be an indication that raters are trying
to do something other than simply recording employee performance when completing
their ratings" (Murphy, Cleveland, Kinney, & Skattebo, 2003, Raters Who Pursue
Different Goals Give Different Ratings section, 7 2). On another note, accuracy may not
be the primary concern by the managers who write them. Instead, "adjustments" are
made to motivate and reward, avoid unnecessary conflict, and minimize administrative
responsibility. It is, therefore accurate to say that "the culture in the organization will
play a big role" (Longnecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987, p.2).

Political Implications of Performance Appraisal Systems
Are politics ever involved in the performance appraisal process? To what degree
does politics affect performance appraisal reports and extrinsic factors such as promotion,
increases in salary, etc?

Merriam-Webster's College Dictionary defines the word,

"politic" as "characterized by shrewdness in managing, contriving, or dealing," as well
as, "shrewdly tactful." Based on the definition above, as well as the common use of the
term, a negative connotation is often associated with its influence and impact on
performance appraisal systems.
According to the research, politics within the appraisal system can be two fold;
first, individual politics or ingratiation by the employee and second, organizational
politics. The former "involves giving complements or doing favors for superiors or coworkers" (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998, Ingratiation section
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1). The result of this

strategy is that when used successfully, the target has a hard time rejecting such positive
advances "even when they are blatant and transparent" (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998,
Ingratiation section 1). The latter involves "intentional acts of influence to enhance or
protect the self-interest of individuals or groups" (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998,
Organizational Politics section, 7 4).
In the competitive world of business, as well as policing, individuals compete for
more attractive jobs and those that pay better, which, in many arenas is usually the result
of outperforming others.

"One way that a person can impress others in his or her

organization is by maintaining a high level of productivity at his or her job. A high level
of productivity has always been highly correlated rightly or wrongly with an individual's
career success and the number of organizational rewards he or she receives. Subordinates
may try to use ingratiation in order to increase the pay, promotions, and recognition that
they receive within the organization. This can, of course, become a problem within an
organization when individuals with low productivity levels (but with strong ingratiatory
behaviors) begin to achieve greater career success than those individuals who are better

performers, but do not engage in ingratiatory behaviors" (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998,
Ingratiation section, 7 1).
Often, we witness the "halo affect" throughout the performance appraisal. "A
tremendous amount of research and practice focuses on reducing rating errors including
leniency and halo effects, among others" (Roberts, Ubiquitous Rating Errors section, 11).
Rating errors reduce the reliability, validity, and utility of performance appraisal systems.
The research literature and practical experience demonstrates that reducing rater error is
extremely difficult because of its many causes and manifestations.
"Organizational politics involve intentional acts of influence to enhance or protect
the self-interest of individuals or groups. Organizational politics is often viewed as being
dysfunctional to an organization. However, this is not always the case, and it should be
noted that this definition of organizational politics states that organizational politics can
be helpful, as well as harmful to the members of an organization and the organization
itself.
It is not uncommon for all members of an organization to exhibit political
behavior. In the area of politics, everyone is a player. Subordinates, as well as their
managers, can engage in the give-and-take of organizational politics. Nonetheless, it is
widely believed that political behavior is far less common and less intense among
employees in lower-level positions than among employees in higher-level positions.
There are a variety of political tactics used by employees at virtually every organizational
level that include forming coalitions and networks, impression management, information
management, promote the opposition, pursue line responsibility" (Appelbaum & Hughes,
1998, Organizational Politics: An Introduction section, 7 1).

"This research suggests that ingratiation, as a political influence tactic, influences
success through the social psychological process of "affect" which is manifested in the
performance ratings subordinates receive from their supervisor. Ingratiation affects the
way a supervisor recalls information about the subordinate in a halo type effect resulting
in the supervisor recalling positive employee behaviors and ignoring contradictory
information (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998, Ingratiation and Career Success section, 7 3).
In other words, the supervisor feels obligated to return the ingratiatory behavior of the
subordinate" (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998, Ingratiation and Career Success section, 7 3).
"Evidence that rating inaccuracy has more to do with the deliberate, volitional
distortion of performance ratings than was previously recognized has been growing in
recent years (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Bernardin & Villanova, 1986; Kane & Kane,
1992; Longenecker, Sims, & Gioia, 1987; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995). This notion is
also supported by anecdotal evidence. For example, a survey of raters, ratees, and
administrators of performance appraisal (PA) systems revealed that the majority of
respondents in all these groups feel that rating inaccuracy stems much more from
deliberate distortions than from raters' inadvertent, cognitive errors (Bernardin &
Villanova, 1986).
Empirical data indicates that these deliberate rating distortions occur because of
supervisors' feelings of discomfort with the appraisal system and its outcomes, and
reflect their conscious efforts to produce ratings that will achieve personal goals (Murphy
& Cleveland, 1995; Murphy, Cleveland, Kenney, & Skattebo, 2003; Tziner, Murphy, &

Cleveland, 2005). The reasons for these "inaccuracies" are many, but include individual
fear, political influence, and reciprocation. For example, "raters may be reluctant to

assign low ratings to subordinates because of the fear of destroying strong interpersonal
relationships" (Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005, Distal Influences section, 15). As a
result, overall ratings are inflated.
In the case of political influence, the close relationship between one's subordinate
and the chief of an organization is likely to influence the immediate supervisor in the
rating process as well. Certainly, no one wants to shoot one's self in the foot. In the case
of reciprocation, treating someone well may prove worthwhile in the future. In an
organization where ingratiation and organizational politics is frowned upon at all levels,
and conscientiousness, which is defined as having "set high standards of performance,
reliability and motivation to excel on the job, raters high on conscientiousness might be
expected to fulfill their performance rating responsibility with greater diligence, resulting
in better discrimination among performance appraisal dimensions and among ratees, and
less inflation of ratings" (Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005, Rater Personality section,

TI 2).
"Consequently, says Clinton Longenecker, associate professor of management at
the University of Toledo, bosses routinely cheat or manipulate the system to make it
work for their own purposes. Longenecker's studies showed that managers will inflate
employee ratings:
To make sure their employees receive as much money as possible from an
unusually small fund available for merit increases.
To show empathy for someone whose work is suffering because of temporary
personal problems.

a

To avoid airing the department's dirty laundry, especially if the appraisals will be
reviewed by others.

a

To avoid creating a record of poor performance that will hound the employee in
the future.
To avoid confrontation.
To encourage an employee whose performance was marginal during the first part
of the rating period but improved greatly during the latter part.
To deviously promote a disliked employee up and out of the boss's department.
Though rating inflation is the most common form of appraisal manipulation,

Longenecker's research also shows that mangers will make employee ratings artificially
low in order to:
Scare better performance out of an employee. Subdue a defiant employee.
Encourage a problem employee to quit.
Create a record to justify a planned firing" (Zemke, 1991, Fix the People Using
the System section, 7 3).
Ineffectiveness through bias and errors can be diluted by utilizing systems that are
more objective than subjective. For example, measures that can be quantifiable and
verifiable, such as error rates, number of complaints, frequency of applications, etc. are
tangible gauges. "In contrast, subjective measures are those that cannot be quantified and
are largely dependent on the opinion of the observer. Subjective measures have the
potential to dilute the quality of worker evaluations because they may be influenced by
bias, or distortion as a result of emotion" (Thomson, 2006, Bias and Errors section, 7 1).

There are a number of common forms of bias: cross-cultural bias deals with an
evaluator's expectations who have different beliefs or cultural values. For example,
Generation X employees contrast with Baby Boomer employers. Personal prejudice bias
tends to result from the rater's dislike for a group of people. Evidence of this bias often
arises when both black and white raters give higher markings to members of their own
race. The reverse affect of personal prejudice is the "halo effect" in which the rater
evaluates the ratee as one that can do "no wrong."
Error of central tendency bias occurs when all employees are rated in the center or
satisfactory to avoid extremes that can cause conflict. Leniency and strictness bias occurs
when "the appraiser tends to view the performance of all of his employees as either good
and favorable or bad and unfavorable. Although these distortions are often the result of
vague performance standards, they may also be the consequence of the evaluator's
attitudes. For example, some evaluators want their subordinates to like them (leniency
bias) or want to feel like they are being a tough judge" (Thomson, 2006, Bias and Errors
section, 15). Recency bias deals with evaluating an employee's most recent performance
rather than the totality of the performance period.
Finally, inherent problems within the appraisal system itself can be destructive.
These can range anywhere from impromptu systems to improper rating scales and
checklists, and everything in between. "In any case, appraisal mangers must identify and
overcome the causes of these flaws to ensure the usefulness of the system. This is
typically accomplished through a formal process of evaluating the effectiveness of the
appraisal program itself' (2006, Bias and Errors section, 7 6).

A number of companies identify top and worse performers through forced
ranking. "Although there is no one specific way to conduct forced ranking, the most
common model is to rank employees on a bell curve, designating 20% of employees as
superstars, the middle 70% as the average but vital backbone of the company, and the
remaining 10% as weakest links" (Johnson, Introduction section, 7 1). Concerning the
former, identify the cream of the crop and reward them. In regard to the latter, get rid of
them. There are ways, however, that political influence can work around this system.
For example, seeking an opportunity to work for those highest in command can almost
ensure that they will not allow a low rating, as compared to one of their subordinates.
There is no doubt that politics is one of the many enduring issues relative to
performance appraisal. In many cases, politics is not necessarily a negative, but is
neutral. It may allow the formation of coalitions and networking; be demonstrative of
being loyal, attentive, and honest; and promotes an opportunity to gain influence within
an organization. As such, it is imperative to "hold raters accountable for how well they
administer the rating process. Implement a comprehensive evaluation protocol that
assesses adherence to policies and procedures, identifies rating errors and rater bias, and
completes a comprehensive assessment of employee attitudes" (Roberts, Conclusion
section 7 5).
There are a number of effects of politics on appraisals. First, they can inhibit the
development of employees. When inflated for political reasons, they give individuals a
false sense of security as undesired behavior is being rewarded. When ratings are
intentionally deflated, frustration, confusion, loss of self-esteem, bitterness and anger can
result. Incorrect signals are sent to these employees because of this inaccurate feedback.

This can have a devastating effect on performance, as it falsely tells the mediocre that
they are doing well, and the good that they are not performing" (Singh, 1998, The Effects
of Politics on Appraisals section, 12). When used, in part, as part of a reward system, it
can quickly generate dissatisfaction and conflict among employees.

Synopsis of the Literature: Methodological, Theoretical, and Empirical Inquiry
Methodological Considerations
Methodological inquiry was used to develop procedures to obtain, organize, and
analyze data. For the most part, methods of data collection involved face-to-face
interviews, survey, and direct observation. Qualitative methods mostly used throughout
obtained literature include in-depth interviews, observed methods, and document review.
Qualitative methods were used in several studies involving multiple regression tables.
From estimating "the model approximating the correlation of performance scores across
different time lags" (Sturman, Cheramie, & Cashen, 2002, Stability of Job-Performance
Ratings section, 7 7) to examining "the construct of user acceptability, rater individual
differences and contextual variables that may be related to user acceptability" (Hedge &
Teachout, 2000, Discussion section,
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l ) , quantitative research explores relationships

using numerical data.

Quantitative data quality must be reliable, i.e. "the extent to which a measure,
procedure or instrument yields the same result on repeated trials" (Colorado State Writing

Guide). Data must also have stability to stand the test of time, internal consistency "the
extent to which all questions or items assess the same characteristic, skill, or quality" and

equivalency reliability, the extent to which two items measure identical concepts at an
identical level of difficulty" (Colorado State Writing Guide). Data collection must ensure

the research has validity, i.e. "the degree to which a study accurately reflects or assesses
the specific concept that the researcher is attempting to measure." Content validity, is
"the extent to which measurement reflects the specific measuring device, such as
observation."
Criterion-related validity or instrumental validity, demonstrates "the accuracy of
a measuring procedure by comparing it with another procedure which has been
demonstrated to be valid" (Colorado State Writing Guide). Pvedictive validity measures
"how well the test being studied predicts some practical result that the "gold standard"
will find later." Concurrent validity measures "how well the test being studied and the
"gold standard" test measure the same thing at the same time." Construct validity
measures "how well the test fits the ideas behind the study and the way the topic has been
set out. Usually, such a test separates two groups that are known to be at opposite
extremes." Factor analysis is "a type of study used to find the underlying causes and
characteristics of something" (Rittenhouse, Campbell, & Daltro, 2002, p. 10).
Qualitative data quality must have credibility, "a researchers ability to
demonstrate that the object of a study is accurately identified and described, based on the
way in which the study was conducted" (Colorado State Writing Guide). Transferability
is "the ability to apply the results of research in one context to another similar context.
Also, the extent to which a study invites readers to make connections between elements
of the study and their own experiences." Dependability is "being able to account for
changes in the design of the study and the changing conditions surrounding what was
studied." Conjrmability is "objectivity; the findings of the study could be confirmed by
another person conducting the same study" (Colorado State Writing Guide).

Errors in measurement include situational contaminants; conditions under which
the study occurs, response-set bias; enduring characteristics or respondents interferes
with accurate measurements of the target attributes, transitory personal factors; nonenduring personal states which alter responses of scores because they impact on
cooperation and natural responses, and administration variations; differences in
collecting data between one participant or subject and the next.

Theoretical Considerations
The consensus by all of the authors reviewed is that at the very least, performance
appraisals afford an opportunity for the reviewer and employee to discuss, in one way or
another, employee performance as it relates to the organization's goals and objects.
Theoretically, the idea to evaluate in a formal manner provides the employee with
direction, identifies individual strengths and weaknesses, rewards those who deserve
such, and in some cases, uses the instrument to document poor performance for demotion
and termination. There is support for each of the specific models based upon the flaws
found in other models, as there is no one "perfect" performance appraisal tool that can do
everything.
There are a number of reasons cited throughout the literature suggesting the need
and use of formal appraisal systems. Likewise, there is also opinion that suggests that
these instruments are not without bias and are not well liked by a number of those
receiving such. Existing models utilize various approaches in an attempt to create the
single, perfect appraisal instrument that does a1 things for all occasions. This, however, is
not the case, as each system has strengths and weaknesses. As traditional policing takes

change toward community policing, new appraisal design must also be considered in
order to accurately reflect employee performance and attainment of goals and objectives.
Cited works clearly identify the need to establish and maintain an instrument that
should effectively and accurately define and measure employee performance (Boswell &
Boudreau, 2000). General areas of commonality are identified; however, no one specific
instrument has been empirically found to be superior to another. This difficulty exists not
only in the world of academia, but in major police institutions as well. Problems in
evaluating police performance start with comparing apples to oranges, i.e., pro-active or
preventative arrests compared to reactionary arrests, and areas that are not easily
measurable, i.e., relations with others (Martin & Bartol, 1998).
There is a need to define what police activities are going to be measured and a
valid method of measurement. Considering the models discussed in this review, the
multilevel model does provide a greater degree of evaluation than the traditional model
by allowing input from several sources. Limiting input to a single observer, as in the
traditional model, allows for bias, rating and halo errors, etc. Inaccurate conjecture on
the part of the rater is unacceptable, sabotages the individual, and undermines the intent
by the organization. Although these issues are pertinent to the evaluative process in
general, they may become even more pronounced with a one-on-one measuring device.
Although major police institutions and administrators recognize the need and the
potential of a quantifiable and qualitative means of evaluating personnel, this study
failed, thus far, to fmd established methodology for evaluating subjective variables such
as interpersonal skills, demeanor, etc., uniformly.

"The performance evaluation

procedures

employed

by

law

enforcement agencies

vary

in

complexity,

comprehensiveness, and accuracy" (Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson, & McLaren 1997).
In 1963, "James Q. Wilson observes: The police ought to make the production of
safer, more orderly neighborhoods (not lower crime rates or more drug arrest or more
traffic tickets) one of their goals. They ought to design ways of assessing the conditions
of neighborhoods before and after various police interventions. They ought to use that
assessment to modify their deployments and tactics" (Fyfe, Greene, Walsh, Wilson, &
McLaren, 1997). Wilson makes a significant observation that is now considered by
police organizations of today; however, like many authors, he describes an assessment
that would be empirically difficult to validate.
There is a consensus among most public and police administrators, as well as an
increasing number of private and non-profit organizations, that individual performance,
which reflects individual motivation, should be measurable (Grant, 2006). In addition, in
many cases, these performance outcomes are often the basis for issuing extrinsic and
intrinsic rewards (Smith & Rupp, 2003). As such, utilization of the instrument should be
uniform, fair, not affected by bias or political influence, accurately prepared and
presented, goal oriented, and within legal compliance. While organizations tend to adapt
individual instruments to measure efficiency and effectiveness of their employees, they
are also subject to a number of intangibles that cannot be easily identified, or weighed.
This is often the case where new goals and objectives are recognized; unfortunately, the
instrumentation used to capture, weigh, and relate the information does not always adapt
to these settings.

"Hard work for future benefit, self-reliance, frugality, resolution, thrift and other
related qualities were promoted as necessary for the development of the new country.
These ideals have, subsequently, been called a capitalist work ethic" (Porter, 2005, Work
and Work Ethic section, 13). Scheuing (1999) identified individual excellence as being a
mixture of both internal and external factors that can affect the degree to which one
performs.
"Workers and management disagree as to which types of organizational behavior
should be rewarded with promotion or a better job" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Introduction
section,
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4).

Organized labor ideology values non-exceptional, dependability, and

seniority criteria for promotion while management traditionally valued achievement,
merit, and other forms of exceptional performance as a basis for promotion. What is
exceptional performance in contrast to reliable performance is, therefore, based on some
arbitrary judgment that, like many forms of performance, lies in the hands of the
evaluator (Beehr & Taber, 1993).
Whether an employee consistently demonstrates reliable or exceptional
performance is dependent upon how the employee looks at their role within the
organization, as well as the intrinsic or extrinsic values that motivate them. "People with
careers set multiple goals for themselves, taking pride in their achievements, whereas
people with jobs view work mainly as a means to achieve income" (McVey & Moore,
1993, Introduction section, 7 4). "Many people work as a means to another end outside
work, such as saving money to buy something or merely to gain social acceptance
(extrinsic purposes); others work because they feel a sense of satisfaction and fulfillment
in what they do at work (intrinsic purposes)" (Dawson, 2005, Work Ethic section, 7 4).

"To ensure equal opportunities for individual leaders, as well as ensure the
assignment of the right person to the right position, performance appraisals and
promotion recommendations should be, and often are, based on objective performance"
(Schyns, 2006, Introduction section,

7 4).

Exceptional performance, based solely on

objectivity, (i.e., an individual who consistently has the highest number of sales within a
business), increases the opportunity for raises and promotion. "Achievement orientation
is concerned with meeting high standards of performance, achieving excellence, and
exceeding prior performance. All are factors which have the potential to significantly
enhance career progression" (Hunt, 2006, Need for Achievement Section, 7 1).
An examination of the literature by Taylor and Smith (1987) identified four

essential criteria to meet specific objectives: behavior-based statement specific to job
performance in order to enhance validity and reliability; definitions of job performance
levels; development of job standards; and involving employees in the developmental
process. After applying the above criteria in his study, Taylor and Smith (1987) found
performance standards, established by subjects involved in the study, fell within the
following dimensions: Does Not Meet Standard; Marginally Meets Standard; Meets
Standard; Exceeds Standard; and, Outstanding. Taylor and Smith (1987) identifies the
"Meets Standard dimension, in part, as someone who develops measurable goals and
objectives and accomplishes them within an established time frame.
Beehr and Taber (1993) established similar criteria, i.e., Reliable Performance is
"where work behaviors and personal characteristics [are] indicative of the ability to
perform the current job reliably" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ indexes of Performancebased Factors section 7 3). "Behaviors and personal characteristics include: (1) Doing a

good job, (2) good attendance, (3) having job experience and ability, (4) seniority, and (5)
length of time since last promotion" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ indexes of
Performance-based Factors section 13).Taylor and Smith's (1987) "Exceeds Standard"
and "Outstanding" dimensions include standards such as (1) Accomplishes goals ahead
of schedule and with a significant savings of time or resources, (2) exceeds goal
requirements within established time frame and with reduced or restricted resources, and
(3) achieves goals that were ,modified beyond one's control. Beehr and Taber (1993)
established "Exceptional Performance."

Exceptional performance is defined by the

employee who "exceeds role requirements and demonstrates competence for the next
higher job in the career ladder" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ indexes of Performancebased Factors section 7 1). Dimensions include "showing leadership and having good
ideas and initiative-behaviors that may not be requirements of the employee's current job,
but are assumed at higher level jobs" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ indexes of
Performance-based Factors section 7 1).
In many public institutions, such as police and fire departments, where utilization
of the performance appraisal systems is a considerable foundation for promotion through
most civil service ranks, one should assume that somewhere in the promotional process,
where appointed positions are concerned and no test taking is utilized, the chief would
rely, to some degree, upon an individual's skills and contributions contained within the
performance appraisal system, as a resource to evaluate each candidate, in terms of
previous performance. "It is a common, understandable practice that those with the
highest technical skills or individual contributor results (e.g., sales, quality, speed, etc.)

are promoted to the next level in the organization's hierarchy, typically to a supervisor or
management role" (Lindbom, 2007, The Promotional Paradox section, 7 1).
In contrast, the research also identifies rater-biases (Robbins & DeNisi, 1994),
politics (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998; Wayne, Graf, Isabel, & Ferris, 1995), trust
(Pearce, Sommer, Morris, & Fridgeger, 1992), personal appearance (Soderlund &
Julander, 2006), luck and favoritism (Beehr & Taber, 1993) as non-performance
influences that can affect promotion as well. "In many cases, the ability or potential for a
high-performer to coach, manage, or support other employees plays no factor in the
decision to promote to management-level positions" (Lindbom, 2007, The Promotion
Paradox section, 7 1).
A central concept in the behavioral, social, and economic sciences involves trust,

and the degree to which one trusts another individual or not "has a direct effect on that
individual's action" (Pearce, Sommer, Morris, & Fridgeger 1992, p. 5). Interpersonal
trust is also defined by McAllister (1995) "as the extent to which a person is confident in,
and willing to act on the basis of, the words, actions, and decisions of another"
(McAllister, 1995, Theoretical Foundations section, 7 1). Pearce, Sommer, Morris, &
Fridgeger (1992) also found that work relations involve both competition and cooperation
among coworkers, and that employees will be inclined to assist each other only when it
does not involve competition among the participants.
supervisor-subordinate relationships.

This trust also expands to

"It is expected that the supervisor-subordinate

relationship can be characterized by the three distinct dimensions of competitiveness,
helpfulness, and trustworthiness" (Pearce, Sommer, Morris, & Fridgeger, p. 5).

Understanding trust and how it shapes relationships has been the focus of
numerous studies from psychological, sociological, economic, political science, and
organizational behavioral disciplines (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998). Lewicki et al.
identified various theoretical works involving the definition of trust. The centralized
theme led to the following: "We define trust in terms of confident positive expectations
regarding another's conduct, and distrust in terms of confident negative expectations
regarding another's conduct" (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998, Defining Trust and
Distrust section,
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3). Further, converging themes and dynamics regarding trust and

distrust emerged: "The characterization of trust and distrust as separate and opposite
constructs, the normative view of trust as "good" and distrust as "bad," and limited
emphasis on social context" (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998, Trust-Distrust
Dynamics and Relationship Realities section, 7 1).
"Interpersonal trust is a pervasive phenomenon in organizational life"
(McAllister, 1995, Theoretical Foundations section,
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1). Further, trust involves not

taking advantage of another and a level of expectation from previous experiences with
that person. Competence and responsibility are also key components of trust and their
beliefs about others.

McAllister (1995) combined these concepts and defined

interpersonal trust "as the extent to which a person is confident in, and willing to act on
the basis of the words, actions, the decisions of another" (McAllister, 1995, Theoretical
Foundations section, 7 1).
McAllister's (1995) research identified two principle forms of interpersonal trust
as having cognitive-based trust (those whom we are willing to trust based on the existing
circumstances and evidence of trustworthiness), and affect-based trust, "genuine care and

concern for the welfare of partners, believe in intrinsic virtue of such relationships, and
believe that these sentiments are reciprocated" (McAllister, 1995, Principal Forms of
Interpersonal Trust: Affect- and Cognition-Based Trust section, 7 1). Another theoretical
study also concluded that "trust is a multi-dimensional construct with both cognitive and
affective elements" (Kanawahanachai & Yoo, 2002, p. 42).
Demographic factors are defined as personal characteristics which are "roleirrelevant personal factors such as race or gender that are not performance-based at all"
(Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of Role-irrelevant Factors section, 72). Demographics, in
general, refer to population characteristics. Commonly used demographics include race,
age sex, gender, ethnicity, marital status, employment information, and income level, and
are often used in economic and marketing research.
Luck and Favoritism criteria are role-irrelevant criteria that may be perceived as
affecting organizational career paths (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of Role-Irrelevant
Factors section, 7 1). This "second role-irrelevant promotional channel would be based
on factors such as luck and favoritism from the supervisor" (Beehr & Taber, 1993,
Component 4: Luck and Favoritism section,

7 1). Examples of Luck and Favoritism

items include getting breaks or having friends and relatives in places where they can help
in the promotional process, how well the workers are liked by their supervisor, which are
"factors external to the employee, and not under herhis control (Beehr & Taber, 1993,
Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, 7 2).
Kacmar and Ferris reviewed empirical and theoretical efforts in 1991 and
organized them into three categories, (1) general political behavior, (2) go along to get
ahead, and (3) pay and promotion policies (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997). Organizational

politics involve an individual's perception of others receiving preferential treatment such
as "favoritism, suppression of competing entities, and the manipulation of organizational
policies" (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999, p.3). "Further, perception of
organizational politics-outcome relationships are predicted to be moderated by the level
of control or understanding an individual has about organizational processes" (Kacmar,
Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999, p.3).
The literature denotes that because most organizations do not sanction office
politics, it is not part of any established policy and procedure (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997).
Furthermore, the literature identifies office politics as a social influence that results in the
promotion or protection of the one initiating such (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997) and is not
sanctioned by organizations (Ferris, Frink, Galang, & Zhou, 1996). It acknowledges that
by participating in office politics, it attempts to fulfill the objective of gaining an
advantage or benefit. "The common theme suggests a concern with self-serving behavior
that is not sanctioned by organizations" (Ferris, Frink, Galang, & Zhou, 1996, Nature of
Organizational Politics section, 7 1).
Although there is no clear definition of the office politics concept, it has been
described as a method of getting ahead within an organization or influencing others that
result in relevant outcomes. It has also been described as a process with social influences
that maximize self interests and obtain preferred outcomes (Vigoda, 2000).
"The perceptions individuals hold about the political nature of their work
environment influence the way they do their jobs" (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997, p. 628). As
a result, the degree to which office politics exists is likely to influence the degree to
which an employee will engage in political behaviors themselves. Perceptions of office

politics can influence those who witness or perceive that office politics exists.
Additionally, how office politics are used or perceived in an organization affects those
who view it. For example, those who were negatively affected by office politics will
perceive it as being negative, while those who reap the rewards of such will generally
view it as being useful (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997). Whether reality or perception, one's
perspective is influenced by the politics in play (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997; Kacmar,
Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999). "If employees perceive that others get ahead by
acting politically these individuals will be more likely to engage inn political behavior"
(Kacmar & Carlson, 1997, p. 628).
There are many terms psychologists reference to personality.

"Although

personality theories differ in their terminology and in the details of their theories, most
agree that personality is an internal, mental, and emotional pattern of response to the
environment - a pattern of thought, feeling, and behavior that affects every aspect of a
person's life" (Gatchel & Mears, 1982, p. 4). Broad definitions of personality generally
include individual uniqueness, i.e. their 1) distinctive qualities, 2) enduring stability in
which there is little change of the individual over time, and 3) their determinism by
certain internal and external events (Gatchel & Mears, 1982). Personality psychologists
do not claim that personality "traits determine behavior independently of situational
context, but they do claim a prominent role for forces within the person as part of the
explanation of behavior" (McCrae & Costa, 1996, p. 57).
According to McCrae and Costa (1997), personality traits are characterized
through human language. These personality traits indicate a pattern that represents basic
concept in mind, many psychologists believe that trait structure can be describes through

five basic dimensions: (1) neuroticism, (2) extraversion, (3) open to intellect,
imagination, or culture, (4) agreeableness, and (5) conscientiousness or will to achieve
(McCrae & Costa, 1997; Goldberg, 1993; Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). As a
result, "an analysis of trait language should yield the structure and personality itself'
(McCrae & Costa, 1997, Language and Personality section, 7 2).
Emphasis is placed on each of the five dimensions as short instruments are
generally more advantageous in the course of research. "In an ideal world, personality
researchers would have sufficient time and resources to exploit the superior content
validity and reliability of well-established multi-item instruments.

Unfortunately,

circumstances are often not ideal and researchers may be faced with a stark choice using
an extremely brief instrument or using no instrument at all" (Gosling, Rentfi-ow, &
Swann, 2003, p. 505). "Personality consists of a system defined by personality traits and
the dynamic processes by which they affect the individual's psychological functioning"
(McCrae & Costa, 1996, p. 76). Although the Five Factor model only measures one
aspect of a person, "It can, however, form the nucleus of a theory of personality that
might serve as a model for a new generation of empirically based theories" (McCrae &
Acosta, 1996, p. 55).
The research on social perception in general, salesperson performance,
organizational behavior, and teacher performance indicates that the physical
attractiveness of a stimulus person affects the perceiver's judgment of the stimulus person
(Soderlund & Julander, 2006). "Given that physical attractiveness affects judgments in
many social situations, it is likely that it influences managers' decisions regarding one

particular employee in terms of recruitment, promotion, and compensation" (Soderlund &
Julander, 2006, Implications section, 7 1).
Research has focused on sexual dimorphism, averageness, and symmetry
regarding facial attractiveness, muscular (mesomorphic) body types for males, women of
high fecundity slim body, high taut breasts, and smooth, hairless skin.

"Source

attractiveness has been viewed as having three interrelated aspects: familiarity, similarity,
and liking" (Maddox & Rogers, 1980, p. 237). By integrating empirical and theoretical
positions, Osborne (2004) identified that those making first encounters and initial
judgments base them on biological and cultural influences. Three filters, Biological
Attractiveness, Judged Attractiveness, and Love Style consider biological, cultural, and
"interactional" factors very important in the attractiveness assessment process.
Initial attractiveness goes though a continuous process that is based on one's
biological and physical attractiveness, as interpreted by the one who finds that individual
attractive. With the exception of the first two factors, Love Style is important only when
the individuals begin an actual relationship. In a case such as this, "objective and
subjective physical appearance," become a "secondary role and focuses on the
compatibility of the target and the judge" (Osborne, 2004, Poster Graphic Interpretation
section, f 3).
There are a number of direct, as well as implied theoretical applications regarding
performance appraisal systems. One such theory is V.H. Vroom's Expectancy Theory,
which in essence suggests individual motivation is based upon the perception that
individual efforts will result in an acceptable level of performance, the level achieved will
result in a specific outcome, and that the outcome itself is valued by the individual.

Generally, performance outcome linkage identifies extrinsic rewards such as
praise, recognition, position, and money, which is more likely to have a temporary affect
on influencing employee performance. "Intrinsic rewards arise exclusively and naturally
within the follower's psychological domain whenever a job has been completed.
Followers experience a sense of personal accomplishment when they perceive the
outcomes of their performance as satisfactory" (Isaac, Zerbe, & Pitt, 2001, Leadership
and Motivational Effectiveness: A Question of Attitude section,

7

6). These values,

although unique, generally identify, as other theories do, competencies for future
scholarly inquiry as Vroom and similar theoretical applications influence a number of
studies within this review.
What is equally evident within the theoretical framework as lacking is how to fix
the obvious. We know what we want from our performance appraisal systems, but do
little to ensure proper training (Ron, 1991) and incentive of the evaluator; application of
new standards as expectancies and goals change, and; ensure fair and uniformly applied
processes that foster growth for the employee as well as the organization. These are
essentially the issues that make this review incomplete.
Empirical Considerations
To what degree one performs and why is based, in part, to their work ethic.
Although work ethic has evolved, the capitalistic work ethic, described by Porter (2005),
continues to drive the workplace (Porter, 2005). Porter's (2005) study, involving 57
managers, identified the following descriptors as good or strong work ethic values: (1)
Show up on time, (2) always dependable, (3) talking pride in what you do, (4) being
responsible, (5) working diligently, (6) with or without a manager present, (7) talking

initiative and going beyond, (8) being dependable, (9) viewing the job as what needs to
be accomplished, (10) trust, (11) loyalty, (12) commitment, (13) flexibility, and (14)
maturity. The dimensions cited are "primarily focused on individual desire to achieve,
whether for self-concept, for opportunity to increase consumption, or for the social
standing of higher position in the organization" (Porter, 2005, The Work and Work Ethic
section, Tj 14).
In a study involving 549 private sector, public sector (work directly for
government agencies), and parapublic sector (extended public service, i.e. publicly
funded education and health care), there were "no differences in general values were
observed across sectors" (Lyons, Duxbury, & Higgins, 2006, Tj 1). These values, in part,
were doing work that is intellectually stimulating, challenges one's abilities, involves
creativity and original thought, contributes to society, and has an ability to influence
organizational outcomes.
Hunt's (2006) study, involving 101 senior executives, provided quantitative and
qualitative data that focused on the important characteristics perceived by management to
be necessary for the development of senior executives. Their study found the need to
achieve results, exercising initiative, high work standards, and an ability to resolve
conflicts as some of the highest common items for management development.
"Achievement-orientation is concerned with meeting high standards of performance,
achieving excellence, and exceeding prior performance" (Hunt, 2006, The Need for
Achievement section, Tj 1).
Atwater's (1998) study identified two important elements within the social
context of supervisors; the relationship of trust with superiors and subordinates and

loyalty by subordinates to supervisors. The study found that the most supportive factors
that inspire subordinate loyalty "were the levels of trust and loyalty among subordinatesthe more trust and loyalty expressed by subordinates toward their supervisor the more
positively the supervisor was perceived to behave" (Atwater, 1998, p. 305).
Pearce, Sommer, Morris, & Fridgeger's (1992) study identified competitiveness,
help, and trust as characteristics of all relationships. Help and trust also emerged when
one group would interact with another outside group. Each group "reflected trust in the
other, to the extent they are competing, and the degree to which others in close working
relationships are helpful" (Pearce, Sommer, Morris, & Fridgeger, 1992, p. 27).
Empirical research also identified that trust relationships are multifaceted or
multiplexed, and that balance and consistency are temporary states. Further, their
research identified high trust relationships are "characterized by faith, confidence,
assurance, initiative, and industry" (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998, A New View:
Trust and Distrust are Separate Dimensions section, 7 5).
McAllister's (1995) findings indicated that managers' beliefs of trustworthiness
were higher with cognitive-based trust followed by affect-based trust, and that although
both forms of trust could be connected to some degree, each was unique to the other.
Further, "focal mangers expressing high affect-based trust in peers were shown to be
more inclined to look for opportunities to meet peers' work-related needs and to engage
in productive intervention" (McAllister, 1995, Interpersonal Trust and Coordination
section, 7 1).
Kanawahanachai and Yoo's (2002) study focused on cognitive-based trust and
affect-based trust on interpersonal trust among virtual team members while utilizing

McAllister's (1995) definition of trust, "the extent to which a person is confident in ,and
willing to act on the basis of, the words, actions, and decisions of another" (McAllister,
1995, Theoretical section, 7 1). Cognitive-based trust characteristics include reliability,
integrity, and competence. Affect-based trust involved care and concern for others.
Utilizing the Dispositions to Trust (Pearce, Sornmer, Morris, & Fridgeger, 1992) and
McAllister's (1995) scales, they found that managers should focus on the "development
and maintenance of trust among team members" (Kanawahanachai & Yoo, 2002, p. 54)
and should also focus on developing both cognitive-based trust and affect-based trust.
The use of demographic criteria to fill workforce voids and affirmative action
mandates, include demographics such as race, age, and gender, or seniority where nonperformance criteria is used as a basis for selection, "We show that firms place too little
weight on supervisor appraisals and other subjective opinions of performance, giving too
much weight to noncormptible measures such as seniority in compensation and
promotion decisions" (Prendergast & Topel, 1996,B 4).
In a study by Dantzker (1996), his research focused on three sections, two of
which were agency demographics (department size, sworn and non-sworn positions,
jurisdiction, population, budget, and education) and personal demographics (enforcement
experience, years as a police chief, rank prior to police chief, police management
experience, age, gender, ethnicity, and education) to define the selection criteria and
requisite skills for the position of municipal police chief.
"There is a tendency for people to conclude that promotions based on exceptional
or reliable performance are fair, and that promotions based on luck and favoritism or on
other demographics are unfair, but there is also a tendency for people to judge more

unfairness when other people are promoted on the basis of non-performance factors than
when promoted that way themselves" (Beehr, Nair, Gudanowski, & Such, 2004,
Limitations section, T[ 3).
Promotions are generally related to merit raises, and as such, objective and
accurate measurements of employee performance are more critical to an organization that
relies on the best qualified individual to improve efficiency and effectiveness of others.
Where objectivity and accuracy measures do not exist, "subjectivity opens the door to
favoritism, where evaluators use their power to reward preferred subordinates beyond
their true performance" (Canice & Topel, 1996,T[2).
Zivnuska, Kacmar, Witt, Carlson, & Bratton (2001) found that non-work related
factors influence performance ratings.

"When organizational politics were low,

employees who engaged in self-focused impression management tactics were far more
likely to receive high performance ratings than employees who did not engage in such
tactics.

When office politics were high, impression management did not affect

performance ratings" (Zivnuska, Kacmar, Witt, Carlson, & Bratton, 2001, p. 635).
In the study by Ferris, Frink, Galang, and Zhou (1996), they found that in an
organizational setting, office politics is exhibited more at the higher levels than the lower
ones. As a consequence, "it is predicted that work environment will be perceived as
more political by employees at lower levels in organizations" (Ferris, Frink, Galang, &
Zhou, 1996, Nature of Organizational Politics section, T[ 3).
Ferris, Buckley, and Allen (1992) found that "although it is uncomfortable to
affirm the existence of politics in organizations, perhaps due to the negative connotations
associated with "politics," many of the activities which occur in this process are

undeniably political" (Ferris, Buckley, & Allen, 1992, Discussion section, 7 4). Further,
it was clear that political competence can, to a certain extent, help a candidate especially
when the candidate had a demonstrated ability and a solid, past performance. Size of the
organization also plays a significant role in the political aspect of promotion, " the larger
an organization, the more difficult it is to obtain complete information concerning
candidates for promotion. Thus decision makers are compelled to utilize more nebulous
promotion criteria, and the opportunity for politics becoming involved in the process
increases dramatically" (Ferris, Buckley, & Allen, 1992, Discussion section, 7 8).
The Ten Item Personality Inventory (TIPI) was constructed to "retain breadth of
coverage, represent both poles of each dimension, and to avoid terms that were
evaluatively extreme, items that were simply negations, and redundancy among items"
(Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003, p. 516). Further, the central benefit of the TIP1 is
that it extends the scope of studies in which the Big Five can be measured" (Gosling,
Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003, p. 524). "In such a representation, the Big-Five domains are
located at the highest level that is still descriptive of behavior, with only general
evaluation located at a higher and more abstract level" (Goldberg, 1993, fi 4).
"Many studies have supported the argument that highly attractive persons are
perceived as possessing desirable traits whereas those low in PA are perceived less
positively" (Morrow, McElroy, Stamper, & Wilson, 1990, p. 724). Research also
suggests that physical attractiveness plays a varying but clear role in favorable bias, and
those possessing physical attractiveness are perceived as being more qualified during the
selection process and recommended for receiving higher starting salaries (Morrow,
McElroy, Stamper, & Wilson, 1990; Gangestad & Scheyd, 2005).

"Attractive people are treated differently from others more generally, leading
them to have better jobs, higher incomes, and more friends than others indeed, achieve
more desirable outcomes in most spheres of life people consider important" (Gangestad
& Scheyd, 2005, Introduction section, f 2). This, however, is not always the case. For

example, in the case of a masculine stereotype environment such as a police organization,
a female, especially an attractive one, may not be considered as "talented," because of her
looks. Working for someone much younger also has, at times, a disadvantage even
though the person may be qualified or even over qualified (Gangestad & Scheyd, 2005).
One study examined found physical attractiveness crosses several dimensions,
specifically, "a) whether physically attractive stimulus persons, both male and female, are
assumed to possess more sociably desirable personality traits than unattractive persons
and b) whether they are expected to lead better lives than unattractive individuals" Dion,
Berscheid, & Walster, 1972, p. 286). The result of another study also suggests that the
physical attractiveness stereotype exists, 'Wot only was the attractive source rated as
much more physically attractive than the unattractive source, but the physically attractive
communicator was also evaluated as being more sociable, interesting, warm, outgoing,
poised, strong, sexually warm and responsive, and interpersonally attractive" (Maddux &
Rogers, 1980, p. 242). Soderlund and Julander (2006) proposed and confirmed that
customers make, "(1) a physical attractiveness appraisal of the service work, and this
appraisal impacts (2) positive emotions and (3) the customer's attitude toward the social
worker," which results in customer satisfaction (Soderlund & Julander, 2006, Theoretical
Framework section, f 4).

There were few empirical studies involving the direct relationship between
measured employee outcome and upward promotion (Antonioni, 1999). A second area
void of examination is the relationship of close personal ties between those making
upward position decisions and those receiving such, and to what degree, if any, did
individual performance play (Appelbaurn & Hughes, 1998). Third, no identification was
found concerning individual performance and its affect on promotion or receiving more
prestigious positions that was, for the most part, based on race, sex, and ethnicity where
filling these specific voids were made to llfill legally established quotas (Martin et. al,
2000). These relationships and comparisons were missing though out the public, private,
and non-profit sectors.
Methodological Study
In the case where organizational trends change and reflect a new approach to
resolve unsolved and problematic issues, and the goal of an appraisal system is to reflect
accuracy, then additional instrumentation, such as surveys, input from the community,
and design changes in the existing performance appraisal system should reflect such in an
attempt to clearly measure performance outcomes (Anderson, 2002). Further, additional
and new areas of performance standards that are subject to individual interpretation by
the reviewer must be clearly defined, measurable, and discussed with the employee
(Personnel Decisions Research Institutes, Inc., 2005). If the design of a measuring device
is ineffective then it should not be used as part of the appraisal process.
Methodological study regarding performance appraisal systems specific to police
and other public employee arenas, are limited. Considering these institutions rely heavily
on performance appraisal systems as a measurement of collective and individual

productivity, further research should focus in areas such as moving from traditional to
community oriented policing performance output instruments (Crane & Crane, 2000).
Critical or Analytical Review

Future areas of academic study that explore through the critical analysis of both
theoretical and empirical literature are areas of uniformity, compliance, training,
incentive, and flexibility and adaptability (Fink & Longenecker, 1998). Examination of
studies and theories, through the analytical review, should focus on the impact of
"successful applications," as well as those that fail. Found within most of the literature
review (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Boswell & Boudreau, 2000; Fink & Longenecker, 1998;
Isaac, Zerbe & Pitt, 2001; Roberts, 1998; Scott, & Einstein, 2001), are these constructs,
which require additional theoretical and empirical investigation.
Summary

Chapter I1 provided in-depth information surrounding the current body of research
relevant to the problem. Research identified in Performance Appraisal Versatility, found
that since the turn of the twentieth century, employee performance instruments have been
used for a number of reasons, including promotional assessment, employee development,
and as means of measuring productivity. The value of having an employee appraisal
system is equally applicable to police organizations where employees are highly visible
and subject to public scrutiny.
Use of Performance Appraisals in Organizations found that non-profit, public,
and private organizations each have unique motivational factors and that performance
appraisals should, therefore, be relevant. In the case of public, non-profit, and private

organizations, individual performance measures, of one type or another, are measured in
order to evaluate one's affect in achieving set goals and objectives.
Rating Bias, Accuracy and Training issues were identified. In the case of
performance appraisals, five primary goals were identified. They include, clarifying
employee work expectations; documenting employee performance; fostering employee
development; creating a linkage between merit and pay; and monitoring workforce
improvement. Rating bias, accuracy, and the training or lack of training of evaluators,
from top down, have an impact on the performance appraisal system, as well as the
individual they are trying to affect.
Performance Appraisals were found to have a direct impact organizationally, as
well as with individual Employee Development. Literature suggests that performance
appraisals should be part of the organization's succession planning program, as a reward
and recognition for a job well done. In regard to Performance and Upward Mobility
those organizations that utilize this philosophy of performance recognition, recognize
those who attain higher ratings as a result of doing a better job by giving higher pay
raises, promoting on a fast track, or given an opportunity to be assigned to more
prestigious assignments.
The chapter identifies several theoretical Appraisal Models (Traditional,
Multilevel, 360-Degree, Evaluative, Forced Ranking, Management by Objectives,
Assessment Center, and Federal Bureau of Investigation). Each has their strengths as
well as their weaknesses, and none were found to be the single best for every
organization.

Legal RamiJications of Performance Appraisal Systems identified the need for
accurate and legal appraisal systems. The research identified that those organizations that
did not have them, as well as those that improperly documented performance, when
brought to litigation in cases involving disciplinary, termination, and promotional issues,
were clearly at a disadvantage.
Contextual and Rater Factors Affecting Rating Behavior was also identified. A
number of possible influences that can affect a rater's motivation or ability to appraise
subordinates accurately were not limited to deliberate, volitional distortion of
performance ratings. In a number of cases rating distortions occurred because of the
supervisor's feeling discomfort with the appraisal system. Some of the reasons for their
discomfort included self-efficacy, organizational climate and culture, rater frustrations,
and rater personality. The result of rating error is that it can destroy the effectiveness of
the appraisal system and what it is designed to accomplish.
'

Political Implications of Performance Appraisal Systems were identified and

discussed as well. Politics was found to be one of the many enduring issues relative to
performance appraisal. In many cases, politics is seen as negative, but in some case
research, was found to be neutral as it allowed the formation of coalitions and
networking. There were a number of negative affects identified as a result of political
influence in appraisals. The most devastating effect on performance is that it gives credit
to the mediocre and for those who are performing well, it discredits their efforts. When
combined as part of a reward system, it can quickly generate dissatisfaction and conflict
among employees.

Chapter I11 describes the research methods utilized to answer the Research
Question and test Hypotheses about the relationship among non-performance factors
(characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives, demographic, luck and
favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and reliable and
exceptional performance according to police chiefs and subordinate police executives.
Further, the chapter describes the research design, population, sampling plan and setting,
instrumentation, data collection, ethical considerations and data collection methods,
methods of data analysis, and the evaluative research methods.

CHAPTER I11
RESEARCH METHODS
Chapter I11 identifies the research methods designed to address and examine the
research questions and hypotheses as they relate to the relationship between performance
and non-performance criteria used to appoint executive positions within police
departments. Methodology provides a quantitative examination of the variables involved
in the selection process by those who do the selection, as well as the perceptions of the
variables used by those who were appointed. This chapter describes the research design,
population, sampling plan and setting, instrumentation, ethical considerations and data
collection methods, methods of data analysis, and evaluation of research methods.
Research Design
This study used a quantitative, non-experimental, descriptive, exploratory
(comparative), and correlation (explanatory) survey research design to examine the
relationships between variables. The study compared the criteria used for promotion;
performance andlor non-performance criteria, by surveying selected chiefs, sheriffs, and
directors, identified as the agency head, and the perceptions of those who were appointed
to upper command level positions by their respective agency head.
Upon approval by the University's IRB, the survey instrument was e-mailed with
the survey link (Survey Monkey) to all qualifying members. The entire accessible
population of police chiefs and executive level command personnel in the United States
that are active members of the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) were
invited to participate.

The self-report survey instrument for this study consists of three parts (55 items)
(see Appendix A). The 13-item Characteristics of Police Chiefs and Subordinate Police
Executives is Part 1 and was developed by the researcher. The Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Questionnaire (IMCQ) developed by Beehr and Taber (1993) is used
to measure two performance based criteria and two non-performance based criteria
(Demographic, and Luck and Favoritism) in this study.
Part 2 measures Performance Based Criteria used in promotion decisions, and
includes Reliable Performance, which consists of six items and Exceptional
Performance, which consists of six items.
Part 3 (a-f) examines six aspects of non-performance based criteria used in
promotional decisions. Part 3a is Beehr and Taber's 1993 IMCQ three item measure of
Demographic criteria and Part 3b is their five item measure of Luck and Favoritism. Part
3c, Ofice Politics, is measured with Kacmar and Carlson's (1997) Perception of
Organizational Politics Scale, with seven items. Trust is measured in Part 3d, with four
items of Pearce's (1992) individual Dispositions to Trust. Personality was measured in
Part 3e using Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swan's (2003) Ten Item Personality Inventory.
Finally, Part 3f measures two items of Physical Attractiveness using Soderlund and
Julander's (2006) Physical Attractiveness Scale.
For descriptive purposes, frequency distributions and measures of central
tendency were utilized to answer Research Question 1-3, describing all variables. To test
hypothesis 1, eight independent t-tests were used to compare differences in reliable and
exceptional performance criteria and non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck
and favoritism, office politics, physical characteristics, personality, and trust) used by

police chiefs in promotional decisions to those perceived to be used by subordinate police
executives in their most recent promotion.
For the explanatory (correlation) research design, three separate multiple
regression analyses were used to examine whether characteristics of police chiefs and
subordinate police executives, and the importance of non-performance based criteria in
promotional decisions (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
characteristics, personality, and tmst) were significant explanatory variables of the
performance based criterion of reliable performance for police chiefs and subordinate
police executives in (Hypothesis 2), police chiefs only (H2J, and subordinate police
executives (H2b).
For the explanatory (correlational) research design, three separate multiple
regression analyses were used to examine whether characteristics of police chiefs and
subordinate police executives, and the importance of non-performance based criteria in
promotional decisions (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
characteristics, personality, and trust) were significant explanatory variables of the
performance based criterion of exceptional performance (organizational mobility
channels, both groups) in (Hypothesis 3), intra organizational mobility channels for
police chiefs only (H3a), individual [selfl mobility channels for subordinate police
executives only (&,), and, intra-organizational mobility channels for police chiefs and
individual (self) mobility channels for subordinate police executives, and the
performance based criterion of exceptional performance in promotional decisi~ns(H~~).
For the exploratory (comparative) research design, in Hypothesis Hzc the size of
the adjusted R-square results for HZaand Hzb were compared to determine if respondent

characteristics and non-performance based criteria used by police chiefs (H2a)in
promotion decisions is larger in explaining reliable performance than the perceived used
by subordinates (H2~)
in their most recent promotion (Adjusted R-square for HZa> Rsquare for H2b). For the exploratory (comparative) research design, in Hypothesis H3,
the size of the adjusted R-square results for H3aand H3bwere compared to determine if
respondent characteristics and non-performance based criteria used by police chiefs (H3a)
in promotion decisions (intra-organizational mobility channels) is larger in explaining
exceptionalperformance than the perceived used by subordinates (H3b) in their most
recent promotion (individual [selfl mobility channels). (Adjusted R-square for H3a>Rsquare for &).
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Population and Sampling Plan
Target Population

The target populations included responding United States chiefs of police and
subordinate executive command level assistants that hold "active membership" in the
IACP. The IACP is a non-profit organization that has been in existence since 1893. In
part, its goals are to advance science and the art of policing, foster cooperation among
various agencies, and provide a foundation to exchange information. Membership
includes 20,000 active and associate members, representing 89 countries. Active
membership in the IACP is open to "commissioners, superintendents, sheriffs, chiefs and
directors of national, state, provincial, county, municipal police departments; Assistant
chiefs of police, deputy chiefs of police, executive heads and division, district or bureau
commanding officer. Generally the rank of lieutenant and above is classed as active
membership; Police chiefs of private colleges and universities who are qualified as law
enforcement officers within their respective states/provinces; Officers who command a
division, district, bureau within the department; and Chief executive officers of railroad
police systems and railway express company police systems" (IACP Membership
Application). Active members have the right to vote and determine official IACP policy,
and to elect association officers at the annual conference.
Because police organizations vary in regard to structure and title, "chiefs," for the
purpose of this study, are defined as the head executive officer of their respective
organization, regardless of title, i.e. director, sheriff, chief, etc. "Executive command
level personnel" are, for the purpose of this study, those appointed by the chief to carry
out the goals, objectives, policies, and procedures within their organization.

Accessible Population

A random sample from the eligible population was invited to participate in this
study through an electronic invitation generated by the researcher, with a survey link to
all active members. The sample was stratified into two categories of rank. The first
sample was the rank of Chief, which includes commissioners, superintendents, sheriffs,
chiefs and directors of national, state, provincial, county, and municipal police
departments. The second sample was the rank of Subordinate Police Executives, which
includes assistant chiefs, deputy chiefs, executive heads and division, district and bureau
commanding officers (generally at the rank of lieutenant and above).
Sampling Plan

The sampling plan involved obtaining an active member list from the IACP of
Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives. Twelve thousand-seven hundred- seventy
(12,770) Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives in the United States that are active
members of the IACP were invited to participate in the study. Those members of the
accessible population that submit the survey constituted the final data producing sample.
Eligibility Criteria

1. Eligibility for this study was open to all IACP active members in the United
States who, regardless of title or organizational structure, act as the head executive officer
of their respective organization, and subordinate executive command level personnel,
who, for the purpose of this study, are those appointed by the head executive officer of
the agency to carry out the goals, objectives, policies, and procedures within their
organization.

Exclusionary Criteria
1. Active and associate members of the IACP who are not law enforcement
personnel or work outside of the US and any of its territories are ineligible to participate
in this study.
Sampling Size
Estimating the sample size needed for the multiple regression analysis is based on
n

= 50

+ 8m (Green, 1991), where n represents the sample size and m is the number of

explanatory variables. The number of explanatory variables in this study is 21 (13
personal characteristics, reliable and exceptional performance based criteria, and six nonperformance based criteria, i.e. demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
characteristics, personality, and trust). Therefore, the sample size needed to conduct
multiple regression analysis is 210: n = 50 + 8(21) = 218.
The sample size needed for factor analysis is 3-20, multiplied by the scale with
the greatest numbers of questions. The scale with the highest number of items is the Ten
Item Personality Inventory (TPI), with 10 item; therefore, the required sample size lies
between 30 and 200, applying the formula of 3(10) to 20(10).
With an accessible population of 10,000, an adequate sample size is 370, with
15,000, an adequate sample size is 375, and with 12,770, an adequate sample size is 373.
But it "would even be more confident with a sample of 500" (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p.
135). For a conservative response rate of 10 percent of approximately 12,770 e-mail
invitations, the data producing sample of 1,277 would be optimal for data analysis
procedures as well as the population size.

Setting

The survey was online using Survey Monkey; therefore, the research setting for
data collection was in the home or office of participants.
Instrumentation

Instrumentation consists of a self-report questionnaire that measured variables
consisting of three parts. Part 1, Demographic Questionnaire, was developed by the
researcher. Part 2, Performance Based Criteria, is measured by two factors of the IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire (IMCQ), developed by Beehr and Taber
(1993). Part 3, Non-Performance Based Criteria, is measured by two factors of the
IMCQ developed by Beehr and Taber (1993); Perception of Organizational Politics Scale
(POPS), developed by Kacmar and Carlson (1997); Dispositions to Trust Scale (DOT),
developed by McAllister (1995); Ten Item Personality Measure (TIPM), developed by
Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann (2003); and, Physical Attractiveness, developed by
Soderlund and Julander (2006). Fifty-six items encompass the three-part questionnaire,
which takes approximately 15 minutes to complete. The survey is summarized in Table
3-1. An e-mail invitation was sent to participants, and the survey will be administered
through www.survewnonkev.com. The following section discusses each of the
constructs in detail.

Table 3-1

Constructs Measured in the Survey
Part

Construct

1

Characteristics Of
Police Chiefs and
Subordinate Police
Executives

2

Performance Based
Criteria
Reliable

Exceptional
3
3a

Non-Performance
Based Criteria
Demographic

Instrument Name and
Developers
The Researcher and
Hollingshead's Educational and
Occupational Scales (1971)

Number of
Items

13

Item
Numbers
1-13

Intra-Organizational Mobility
Channels Questionnaire
(IMCQ)
Beehr and Taber (1993)

6

14-19

IMCQ
Beehr and Taber (1993)

6

20-25

IMCQ
Beehr and Taber (1993)

3

26-28

3b

Luck and Favoritism

IMCQ
Beehr and Taber (1993)

5

29-33

3c

Office Politics

Perceptions of Organizational
Politics Scale (POPS)
Factor 2 (of 3 Factors): Go Along
to Get Ahead of the POPS

7

34-40

3d

Trust

Dispositions to Trust (DT)

4

41-44

3e

Personality

Pearce (1992)
Ten Item Personality Measure
(TIPI)

10

45-54

3f

Physical
Physical Attractiveness
Characteristics (is this Appraisal
attractiveness??)
Soderlund and Julander

2

55-56

56

56

(2006)
Total Items

Part 1: Characteristics of Police Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives
The Characteristics of Police Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives survey
was developed by the researcher. Survey questions and responses (dichotomous,
multiple choice, or fill in the blank) include: gender, age in years, marital status, race,
ethnicity, educational level, appointed position within the agency and data associated
with such, and departmental size information (See Appendix A, Part 1). Items 1,5, and 7
are dichotomous; 2, 3,4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 are multiple choice.
Criteria Used in Promotion
Directions to Police Chiefs and Subordinate Executives (Assistant Chiefs,
Commanders, Majors, and Captains): Please check the demographical criterion that is
relevant to you. Check one box for each factor.

Part 2: Performance Based Criteria
The IMCQ was initially developed and tested as an 18 item, five-point importance
rating scale to measure performance based and irrelevant-non-performance based criteria
used in organizational promotions and advancements (Beehr & Taber, 1993). Originally
four channels of mobility through an organization used to promote employees were
described as how well employees perform their jobs, (1) reliable performance and (2)
exceptional performance; and, criteria that are not in control of the person, (3) personal
characteristics as gender and race - internal to the person, and (4) luck and favoritism external to the person (Beehr & Taber, 1993).
Building on prior works by Beehr and Walsh in 1980, Beehr, Taber and Walsh in
1982 and Beehr and Juntunen in 1990, Beehr and Taber (1993) conducted a validation
study of the four channels model. Principle component analyses revealed distinct
loadings of items on each of the four factors. Subsequent research resulted in a 20 item

IMCQ version, divided into performance and non-performance promotion channels. The
performance-based subscales are (1) Exceptional Performance and (2)Reliable
Performance. The performance-irrelevant subscales are (3) Demographic
Characteristics, and (4) Luck and Favoritism (Beehr, Nair, Gudanowski, & Such, 2004).
Each item is rated on a 7-point semantic differential, importance rating scale, with
anchors of "unimportant" and "very important." In this study, the directions to
respondents are as follows (see Appendix A):
Criteria Used in Promotion
Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the importance of each of the following criteria
in promoting subordinates to command level positions
Directions to Subordinate Executives (Assistant Chiefs, Commanders, Majors, and
Captains). As the recipient of being promoted to an appointed position, please rate 'how
important each of the following criteria were in your most recent command level
promotion
Check one box for each factor between 1 and 7, where:
(Unimportant)l

2

3

4

5

6

7

(Very Important)

Previous studies by Beehr and Juntunen, in 1990; Beehr and Taber, 1993, and
Beehr et al., 1980, found adequate reliability and validity with the IMCQ (Beehr, et al.,
2004, Organizational Mobility Channels section, 7 1). In this study, to measure
performance based criteria used in promotion, the IMCQ Reliable Performance and
Exceptional Performance subscales was used.
Part 2a: Reliable Performance
Description. In this study, the first six items (numbered 1-6) of the IMCQ was
used to measure the importance of Reliable Performance in promotion decisions.
Reliable performance is defined as demonstrating satisfactory work skills and behaviors

consistent at the level one is expected to perform (Beehr & Taber, 1993). Examples
include, but are not limited to, doing a good job and having good attendance. There are
no reverse scored items. With 6 items rated on a 7-point semantic differential,
importance rating scale, the score range is 7 to 42. For police chiefs, higher scores are
associated with greater importance of the reliable factor used in promotion decisions of
subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are
associated with greater perceived importance of the reliable performance factor used in
the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
Reliability. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a

sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, Beehr and
Taber (1993) reported the coefficient alpha was .85 for Reliable Performance. In their
study about perceptions of reasons for promotion of self and promotion of others with a
sample of 130 employed adults attending off-campus college courses, Beehr et al. (2004)
reported the Reliable Performance factor of the 20-item ICMQ with coefficient alphas of
.81 for "promotion of self' and .72 for "promotion of others." In this present study, to
provide estimates of internal consistency reliability, coefficient alphas was reported for
the Reliable Performance factor of the 20-item IMCQ for the sample of police chiefs and
the sample of subordinate executives.
Validity. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a

sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, the Reliable
Performance factor was positively related to promotion satisfaction (.19) and global job
satisfaction (.15), and inversely related with intentions to turnover (-.16) establishing
convergent and divergent validity respectively. Confirmatory factor analysis did not

reveal a good fit between the measurement model and data (fit indices were below .9).
However, exploratory factor analysis produced satisfactory factor loadings in principle
component analyses, with distinct loadings of items on each of the four factors. For the
Reliable Performance factor, five-items all loaded on the reliable factor, with loadings
ranging from .42 to .74. Beehr et al. (2004) also found moderately significant
correlations of the Reliable Performance factor with promotional justice (.33), and a
strong correlation between promotion of self and promotion of other (.59), establishing
convergent validity.
In this study, the Reliable Performance factor was part of two exploratory factor
analyses. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the four-factor, 20-item IMCQ
scale to further confirm the multidimensionality of the IMCQ and construct validity. In
addition, in this study four additional factors measuring non performance based
promotion criteria have been added, which can extend the IMCQ scale (Ofice Politics,
Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). Exploratory factor analysis was
conducted for the eight factor extended IMCQ. These analyses include the item loadings
of the Reliable Performance factor.
Part 2b: Exceptional Performance
Description. In this study, Exceptional Performance was measured by six items
(numbered 7-12) of the IMCQ. Exceptional performance identifies criteria that "exceed
role requirements and demonstrates competence for the next higher job in the career
ladder" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of Performance-based Factors section, 7
1). Examples of exceptional performance include leadership, imparting good ideas, and

perceiving qualities needed at higher levels, all of which, "demonstrate abilities and

behaviors that are qualitatively different form those required in the current job"@eehr &
Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of Performance-based Factors section, 11). There are no
reverse scored items. With 6 items rated on a 7-point semantic differential, importance
rating scale, the score range is 7 to 42. For police chiefs, higher scores are associated
with greater importance of the exceptional performance factor used in promotion
decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher
scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the exceptional performance
factor used in the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
Reliability. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a

sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, Beehr and
Taber (1993) reported the coefficient alpha was $8 for Exceptional Perjbrmance. In
their study about perceptions of reasons for promotion of self and promotion of others
with a sample of 130 employed adults attending off-campus college courses, Beehr et al.
(2004) reported the Exceptional Performance factor of the 20-item IMCQ with
coefficient alphas of .90 for "promotion of self' and .79 for "promotion of others". In
this present study, to provide estimates of internal consistency reliability, coefficient
alphas was reported for the Exceptional Performance factor of the 20-item IMCQ for the
sample of police chiefs and the sample of subordinate executives.
Validity. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a

sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, the

Exceptional Performance factor was positively related to promotion satisfaction (.22) and
job satisfaction (.27), and inversely related with intentions to turnover (-.19) establishing
convergent and divergent validity respectively. Confirmatory factor analysis did not

reveal a good fit between the measurement model and data (fit indices were below .9).
However, exploratory factor analysis produced satisfactory factor loadings in principle
component analyses, with distinct loadings of items on each of the four factors. For the
Exceptional Performance factor, five-items all loaded on the exceptional factor, with
loadings ranging from .60 to 30. Beehr et al. (2004) also found moderately significant
correlations of the Exceptional Performance factor with promotional justice (.39), and a
strong correlation between promotion of self and promotion of other (.71), establishing
convergent validity.
In this study, the Exceptional Performance factor was part of two exploratory
factor analyses. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the four-factor, 20-item
IMCQ scale to further confirm the multidimensionality of the IMCQ and construct
validity. In addition, in this study four additional factors measuring non performance
based promotion criteria have been added, which can extend the IMCQ scale (Ofice
Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). Exploratory factor analysis
was conducted for the eight factor extended ICMQ. These analyses include the item
loadings of the Exceptional Performance factor.
Part 3: Non-Performance Based Criferia
Part 3a: Demographic Characteristics
Description. In this study, the Demographic Characteristics was measured by
three items (numbered 13-15) on the IMCQ. Demographic Characteristics are roleirrelevant criteria that may be perceived as affecting organizational career paths (Button
and Rienzo, 2003; Mujtaba, Cavico, Hinds, and Oskal, 2006). Examples of Demographic
Characteristics include race, gender, educational level, which are possible bases for

personnel actions, including promotions (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of RoleIrrelevant Factors section, 7 1). There are no reverse scored items. With 3 items rated on
a 7-point semantic differential, importance rating scale, the score range is 7 to 21. For
police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal
characteristic factors used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level
positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived
importance of the demographic characteristics used in the subordinates' most recent
command level promotion. The Demographic Characteristics factor was formerly called
the personal characteristics factor, and consisted of four items (Beehr & Taber, 1993).
Subsequently it was renamed Demographic Characteristics with three items (Beehr et al.,
2004).
Reliability. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a

sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, Beehr and
Taber (1993) reported the coefficient alpha was .63 for personal characteristics. In their
study about perceptions of reasons for promotion of self and promotion of others with a
sample of 130 employed adults attending off-campus college courses, Beehr, et al.
(2004), reported the Demographic Characteristics factor of the 20-item IMCQ with
coefficient alphas of .69 for "promotion of self' and .71 for "promotion of others." In
this present study, to provide estimates of internal consistency reliability, coefficient
alphas was reported for the Demographic Characteristics factor of the 20-item IMCQ for
the sample police chiefs and the sample of subordinate executives.
Validity. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a

sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, the personal

I

characteristics factor was negatively related to promotion satisfaction (-.06) and job
satisfaction (-.lo), and inversely related with intentions to turnover (.13) establishing
convergent and divergent validity respectively. Confirmatory factor analysis did not
reveal a good fit between the measurement model and data as fit indices were below .9
(Beehr & Taber, 1993, The Effects of Exceptional Performance and Reliable
1

Performance as Mobility Channels section, 7 4). However, exploratory factor analysis
produced satisfactory factor loadings in principle component analyses, with distinct
loadings of items on each of the four factors. For the personal characteristics factor, fiveitems all loaded on the personal characteristics factor, with loadings ranging between -.08
to .88. Beehr et al. (2004) also found moderately significant correlations of the

I

Demographic Characteristics factor with promotional justice (-.15), and a strong
correlation between promotion of self and promotion of other (.63), establishing
convergent validity.
In this study, the Demographic Characteristics factor was part of three
exploratory factor analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the
four-factor, 20-item IMCQ scale to further confirm the multidimensionality of the IMCQ
and construct validity. In addition, in this study, four additional factors measuring non
performance based promotion criteria have been added, which extends the IMCQ scale
(Ofice Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). This results in a sixfactor, non-performance based criteria of the IMCQ. The second exploratory factor
analysis was conducted for the six factor non-performance based criteria of an extended
IMCQ scale. Finally, the combined performance and non-performance based criteria
results in an eight factor scale. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the eight

I

factors of the extended IMCQ. These analyses include the item loadings of the

Demographic Characteristics factor.
Part 3b: Luck and Favoritism
Description. In this study, Luck and Favoritism was measured by five items
(numbered 16-20) on the IMCQ (Beehr et al., 2004). Luck and Favoritism criteria are
role-irrelevant criteria that may be perceived as affecting organizational career paths
I

(Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, f 1). Examples of

Luck and Favoritism items include getting breaks or having friends and relatives in
places where they can help in the promotional process, which are "factors external to the
I

employee, and not under herhis control (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of RoleIrrelevant Factors section, f 2). There are no reverse scored items. With five items rated
on a 7-point semantic differential, importance rating scale, the score range is 7 to 35. For
police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal
characteristic factors used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level
positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived
importance of the personal characteristic factors used in the subordinates' most recent
command level promotion.

Reliability. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a
sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, Beehr and
Taber (1993) reported the coefficient alpha was .5 1 for Luck and Favoritism. (Note: for
this 1993 study, there were only three items for Luck and Favoritism. No clear
explanation was given regarding the low coefficient alpha other than respondents may
have given a general perspective rather than specific perception of the promotional

process.) In their study about perceptions of reasons for promotion of self and
promotion of others with a sample of 130 employed adults attending off-campus college
courses, Beehr et al. (2004), reported the 5-item, Luck andFavoritism factor of the 20item IMCQ with coefficient alphas of .75 for "promotion of self' and .75 for "promotion
of others." In this present study, to provide estimates of internal consistency reliability,
coefficient alphas was reported for the Luck and Favoritism factor of the 20-item IMCQ
for the sample of police chiefs and the sample of subordinate executives.
Validity. In Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item IMCQ, with a
sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical college, the Luck and

Favoritism factor, traditionally used in organization studies, was positively related to
promotion satisfaction (-.I 1) and job satisfaction (-.08), and inversely related with
intentions to turnover (.12) establishing convergent and divergent validity respectively.
Confirmatory factor analysis did not reveal a good fit between the measurement model
and data (fit indices were below .9); however, exploratory factor analysis produced
satisfactory factor loadings in principle component analyses, with distinct loadings of
items on each of the four factors. For the Luck and Favoritism factor, five-items all
loaded on the Luck and Favoritism factor, with loadings ranging between 0.60 to 0.8 1.
I

Beehr et al. (2004) also found moderately significant correlations of the Luck and

Favoritism factor with promotional justice (-.21), and a strong correlation between
promotion of self and promotion of other (.48), establishing convergent validity.
In this study, the Luck and Favoritism factor was part of three exploratory factor
analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis will be conducted for the four-factor, 20item IMCQ scale to further confirm the multidimensionality of the IMCQ and construct

validity. In addition, in this study four additional factors measuring non performance
based promotion criteria have been added, which extends the IMCQ scale (Ofice

Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). This results in a six-factor,
non-performance based criteria of the IMCQ. The second exploratory factor analysis was
conducted for the six factor non-performance based criteria of an extended IMCQ scale.
Finally, the combined performance and non-performance based criteria results in an eight
factor scale. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the eight factors of the
extended IMCQ. These analyses include the item loadings of the Luck and Favoritism
factor.
Part 3c: Office Politics
Description. "The perceptions individuals hold about the political nature of their

work environment influence the way they do their jobs" (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997, p.

627). The Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS) was originally developed
by Kacmar and Farris (1991)to measure organizational politics using 3 1 items organized
by three subscales: ( 1 ) General Political Behavior, (2) Going Along to Get Ahead, and (3)
Pay Promotion. Using two different sample groups, the survey was first administered to
I

387 public sector, private for profit and non-profit, and self-employed employees, and
secondly to 105 health care workers in a medium size hospital. The final product was a
I

twelve item, three factors scale.
Building on Kacmar and Ferris (1991),Nye and Witt (1993) conducted a
validation study using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis to evaluate (1) the
three factor structure of POPS, (2) its dimensionality, and (3) "the relationships between
scores on the POPS and scores on measures of the job attitudes" (Nye & Witt, 1993,

Introduction section, 14). There were 1,297 civilian employees in a government
environment that were administered the survey; however, the original POPS was reduced
to 12 items and some of the wording had been changed. Through a principle components
analysis, the results of their study found that instead of a multi-dimensional scale, there
was only one dimension for the set of 12 items. It was further revealed that a number of
the items did not load on the expected factor when the three factors were extracted.
Using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, "the 1 factor solution compared to
the 3 factor model had nearly equivalent goodness-of-fit characteristics" (Nye & Witt,
1993, Results and Discussion section, 12).
Kacmar and Carlson (1997), conducted a further study of the original model
created by Kacmar and Farris (1991), again using three latent constructs: (1) General
Political Behavior, (2) Going Along to Get Ahead, and (3) Pay Promotion. They
specifically investigated three studies: (1) Dimensionality of POPS, (2) Individual Item
Analysis in POPS, and (3) Augmenting POPS (adding to the reduced set of items). In the
first study (Dimensionality of POPS), the POPS was administered to 749 employees from
a large state agency, followed by the second study (Individual Item Analysis in POPS) in
which 102 upper level undergraduate students from a large university were surveyed.
This was followed by the third study, in which the POPS was administered to the same
group from the second study, "to perform the content adequacy analysis on the new items
that were developed to augment the existing POPS scale" (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997, p.
648). The study by Kacmar and Carlson (1997) revised the original POPS developed by
Kacmar and Ferris (1991). By eliminating six original items and evaluating an additional
14 items, of which nine were retained, resulted in the Final POPS, which consists of 15

items and three subscales. Kacmar and Carlson (1997) reported additional validity
evidence for the h l l scale and each subscale.
In this study, Organizational Politics is the first additional role-irrelevant factor
that may be perceived as affecting organizational paths. Only the 7-item, Going Along to
Get Ahead subscale of the 15-item POPS (Kacmar and Carlson, 1997) was used. Seven
items are rated on a five-point Likert scale; the score range is 7 to 35. Higher scores are
associated with greater perceptions of organizational politics. Of the seven items used in
this study, the first two items are reverse coded (number 1 and 2). Furthermore, each of
the seven items was adapted to fit the purposes of this study of identifying criteria used in
promotion (rather than the presence of office politics in a particular setting). In this
study, the directions to respondents are as follows (see Appendix A).
Criteria Used in Promotion
Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the extent you agree that each of the follow
factors is important in promoting subordinates to command level positions.
Directions to Subordinate Executives (Assistant Chiefs, Commanders, Majors, and
Captains). As the recipient of being promoted to an appointed position, please rate the
extent you agree that each of the following factors were important to your most recent
command level promotion.
Check one box for each factor where:
1 = Disagree strongly
2 = Disagree
3 =Neither agree nor disagree
4 = Agree
5= Strongly Agree

Table 3-2 shows two examples of items modified for the purposes of this study.
Comparisons show items used in the Kacmar and Carlson's (1997) study and the
presented study.

Table 3-2

Example of Modification of POPS Items for the Going Along to Get Ahead Subscale
Item #

Kacmar and Carlson, 1997

Present Study

Perceptions of Office Politics

Non-Performance Based Criteria
Used in Promotion

1

Employees are encouraged to speak
out frankly even when they are critical
of well-established ideas

Speak out frankly even when they
are critical of well-established ideas

3

Agreeing with powerful others is the
best alternative in this organization

Agree with powerful others in the
workplace as the best alternative

For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
organizational politics factor, specifically Going Along to Get Ahead, used in promotion
decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher
scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the organizational politics
factor used in the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
Reliability. In Kacmar and Carlson's (1997) study using the 15-item Final POPS
Scale, Dimensionality was tested with a 123 usable samples from Members of Society for
Human Resource Management and another 182 night students attending a western
university. An Individual Item Analysis study was then conducted of each of the 12
original POPS items; first by 102 upper level undergraduate students, followed by four
additional and separate surveys by 1) an electric cooperative of 466 responses, 2) 581
responses from Human Resource professionals, 3) 220 non-faculty employees at a small
northeastern university, and 4) 320 full-time private sector employees. The internal
consistency reliability for each sample was .88, .86, 39, and .88, respectively. As a

result, six of the original POPS items were retained. Two of those six items fell within the

Going Along to Get Ahead subscale. Augmenting POPS resulted in the development of
14 new items. Of the 14 new items, nine were retained, and five of those fell within the

Going Along to Get Ahead subscale. These nine new items were added to the original six
items, which were again tested, resulting in a composite reliability factor of .87, for the
overall scale. In this present study, to provide estimates of internal consistency
reliability, coefficient alphas were reported for the Going Along to Get Ahead subscale of
the POPS for the total sample, for the sample of police chiefs, and for the sample of
subordinate executives.

Validity. The final POPS scale is comprised of three factors (subscales): General
Political Behavior, Getting Along to Get Ahead, and Pay for Promotion Policies. Fifteen
items were examined to determine whether or not they represented their respective POPS
factor. After applying several decision criteria (content adequacy test, mean values for
each item, review by 10 judges), factor analysis revealed that each item was found to load
as expected and did not cross load. "Results indicated good fit for the refined scale
across each dataset as well as within each" (Kacmar & Carlson, 1997, p. 654). Seven of
the 15 items fell in the Getting Along to Get Ahead factor. In this study, Office Politics,
using the Getting Along to Get Ahead subscale, was part of three exploratory factor
analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the Getting Along to
Get Ahead subscale of the POPS to further codrm its unidimensionality and construct
validity. In addition, in this study, OfficePolitics is one of four additional factors
measuring non-performance based promotion criteria have been added, which extends the

IMCQ scale (Office Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). The

second exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the six factor non-performance
based criteria of an extended IMCQ scale. Finally, the combined performance and nonperformance based criteria results in an eight factor scale. Exploratory factor analysis
was conducted for the eight factors of the extended IMCQ. These analyses include the
item loadings of Ofice Politics factor.
Part 3d: Trust

Description. Pearce (1992) developed a theoretical model of social relations and
task interdependence by focusing on the central dimensions of social relations.
Dimensions "were confirmed as competitiveness, helpfulness, and trustworthiness"
(Pearce, 1992, Abstract section, 7 1). Four different scales (Supervision Relations,
Departmental Relations, Other-Departmental Relations, and Task-RelatedInterdependence) were tested and made up the Interpersonal Relations Profile. Of the 61
total items contained within, 3 1 trustworthiness items were measured on three of the four
scales (Task-Related-Interdependence was excluded) utilizing a five-point Likert-type
disagree-agree scale, where the range was form 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Respondents represented supervisory and subordinate positions elicited from a
university, public accounting firm, and an aerospace engineering company. Pearce
(1992) reported evidence that "trustworthiness may be the most important facet
employees consider when evaluating their colleagues and their workplace" (Pearce, 1992,
p. 19).
Following McAllister's (1995) Cognitive Based Trust (CBT) and Affective Based
Trust (ABT) study, Kanawattanachai and Yoo (2005) investigated CBT, ABT, and

Dispositions to Trust factors and how the level of these factors affected high-performing

virtual teams within a limited span of time. To measure individual trust, the Disposition
to Trust scale was developed using Pearce's 1992, four-item scale (Kanawattanachai &

Yoo, 2005, p. 49). Participating respondents used a 5-point Likert scale where 1=
strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neither disagree or agree, 4= agree, and 5= strongly
agree. Trust levels were captured at the beginning, midpoint, and end of the project. "A
questionnaire was administered via a web page once all the decisions were submitted"
(Kanawattanachai & Yoo, 2005, p. 48).
In this present study, a modified version of Kanawattanachai and Yoo's (2005)
Disposition to Trust scale was used. This scale consists of four items measured on a five-

point Likert scale; the score range is 5 to 20. Higher scores are associated with greater
perceptions4 of trust. None of the four items used in this study are reverse coded.
Furthermore, each of the four items was adapted to fit the purposes of this study of
identifying criteria used in promotion (rather than the presence of trust in a particular
setting). In this study, the directions to respondents are the same as used for the Office
Politics factor (see Appendix A).
Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the extent you agree that each
characteristic is important in promoting subordinates to command level positions.
Directions to Subordinate Executives (Assistant Chiefs, Commanders,
Majors, and Captains): As the recipient of being promoted to an appointed
position, please rate the extent you agree that each characteristic was important to
your most recent command level promotion.
Table 3-3
Example of Disposition to Trust scale
1
2
Part 3f
1. Tells the truth about the
limits of their knowledge

3

4

5

Reliability. In Pearce's (1992) study using the Supervisor Relations Scale,

Departmental Relations Scale, Other-Department Relations Scale, and Task Related
Interdependence Scale, items meeting a series of exploratory factor analysis and
confirmatory factor analysis were reduced to 18, 16, 17, and 13 final items (Supervisor
Relations, Departmental Relations, Other-Department Relations, and Task Related
Interdependence, respectively). Reliability estimates (Cronbach's alpha) for all items
were .99, .99, .95, and .95, respectively.
Kanawattanachai and Yoo's (2005) study involved 152 MBA students from four
universities participating in a web-based business simulation game that lasted eight
weeks over the Internet. The interface design allowed for input by team members, but
decisions were made by whoever was placed in charge for each specific time period.
"Teams were required to make a decision on 25 variables in the four functional areas on a
weekly basis" (Kanawattanachai & Yoo, 2005, p. 46). Four of the items fell under
Disposition to Trust scale. "All factors achieved high reliability" (Kanawattanachai &
Yoo, 2005, p. 51), however the total scale's reliability was .72. In this present study, to
provide estimates of internal consistency reliability, coefficient alphas were reported for
the Dispositional Trust scale for the total sample, for the sample of police chiefs, and for
the sample of subordinate executives.
Validity. Thirty-one trustworthiness items were measured in Pearce's (1992)

study on three different scales, Supervision Relations, Departmental Relations, and
Other-Department Relations scales. Each was found to be internally homogeneous and
distinct. A series of factor analyses were performed and resulted in "support for the

discriminant validity of these scales, and, hence, for their use in producing profiles"
(Pearce, 1992, p. 18).
Kanawattanachai and Yoo's (2005) Disposition to Trust scale is comprised of
four items that have a foundation of personal truth and honesty, and how they interact
with groups. The Disposition to Trust scale was examined to determine the levels of trust
across time, and with high- and low-team performance. No change of disposition to trust
was observed between the two groups. Further, the study found "strong evidence for the
convergent and discriminant validity of the measures used in the study"
(Kanawattanachai & Yoo, 2005, p. 49).
In this study, Trust, using the Dispositional Trust scale was part of three
exploratory factor analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the
Dispositional Trust scale to further confirm its unidimensionality and construct validity.
In addition, in this study, Trust was one of four additional factors measuring nonperformance based promotion criteria have been added, which extends the IMCQ scale
(Oflce Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). The second exploratory
factor analysis was conducted for the six factor non-performance based criteria of an
extended IMCQ scale. Finally, the combined performance and non-performance based
criteria results in an eight factor scale. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the
eight factors of the extended IMCQ. These analyses include the item loadings of Trust
factor.
Parf 3e: Personality
Description. Costa and McCrae's (1992) 240 item NEO Personality Inventory,
recognized as NEO-PI-R, is the most comprehensive measure of the Big Five

dimensions. Due to the amount of time it takes to complete the NEO-PI-R, an
abbreviated but reliable model (Ten-Item Personality Inventory - TIPI) was developed
by Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swan (2003), a measure of the Big-Five personality
dimensions.
In this study, personality was measured by 10-items (numbered 1-10) on the TIP1
scale (Gosling et al., 2003). Personality traits, for purposes of this study, focused on
those domains that were important for promotion and not individual personalities of the
respondents. The Big-Five Personality dimensions are described as: Extraversion being energetic and one that seeks stimulation and company of others, Agreeableness having a tendency to cooperate with others rather than being antagonistic,
Conscientiousness - deals with having a tendency to act unquestioningly with selfdiscipline, Emotional Stability - deals with how one deals with unpleasant emotions,
and Openness to Experiences - being open to non-conservative applications such as the
arts, music, etc. Examples of personality traits relevant to promotion would be if they
(chiefs) were looking for a candidate who was an extrovert or reserved, or if those
promoted (subordinate executive) believed that they were promoted because they were
an extrovert or reserved.
In this study, the directions to respondents for this 10-item, 5-point Likert rating
scale are as follows (see Appendix A).

Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the extent you agree that each pair of
factors is important in promoting subordinates to command level positions, even if
one characteristic applies more strongly than the other
Directions to Subordinate Executives (Assistant Chiefs, Commanders,
Majors, and Captains): As the recipient of being promoted to an appointed
position, please rate the extent you agree that each pair of traits were important to
your most recent command level promotion, even if one characteristic applied
more strongly than the other.
Check one box for each pair of traits where:
1 = Disagree strongly
2 = Disagree
3 =Neither agree nor disagree
4 = Agree
5 = Agree strongly Agree a little

There were five different scores, one for each personality dimension
(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Openness to
Experiences). To measure each personality type, two of the respective ten items are
summed. Five items are reverse scored. Therefore, the score range for each personality
type is 1 to 5. Scoring for each personality type is as follows:
1. Extroversion is scored by the sum of item 1 and the reverse score of for item 6.

2. Agreeableness is scored by the sum of the reverse score of item 2 and item 7.
3.

Conscientiousness is scored by the sum of item 3 and the reverse score of item 8.

4. Emotional stability is scored by the sum of the reverse score of item 4 and item 9.

5. Openness to experiences is scored by the sum of item 5 and the reverse score of
item 10. (see Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swan, 2003).

For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
particular personality used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level

positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived
importance of the personality type used in the subordinates' most recent command level
promotion.

Reliability. "Several rating instruments have been developed to measure the BigFive dimensions. The most comprehensive instrument is Costa and McCrae's (1992)
240- item NEO Personality Inventory" (Gosling et al., 2003, p. 506). In Gosling's et al.,
(2003) study, they evaluated 10-item measures of the Big Five Inventory (BFI) using
1,813 University of Texas at Austin undergraduates. They retested six-weeks later using
a sub-sample of 180 participants. The tests assessed convergent and discriminant validity,
test-retest reliability, and examined external correlates. The Cronbach's alphas were .68,
.40, SO, .73, and .45, respectively.
The TIP1 is a short instrument that optimizes validity rather than reliability. Good
alphas and good confirmatory factor and exploratory factor analyses, were not one of the
goals of this short instrument (Gosling et al., 2003). "The relatively low inter-item
correlations in conjunction with the fact that the TIP1 scales have only two items results
in some unusually low internal consistency estimates" (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swan,
2003, p. 516). Instead, the TIP1 focused on content and criterion validity. Test-retest
reliability revealed substantial correlations for the TIPI. Overall, the TIP1 reached
adequate levels for test and retest reliability. In this present study, to provide estimates of
internal consistency reliability, coefficient alphas were reported for the Personality factor
of the 10-item TIP1 for the sample of police chiefs and the sample of subordinate
executives.

Validity. In Gosling's et al. (2003) study, the 10-item TIP1 and the 44-item BFI
scales displayed convergent correlations of .77 in contrast to discriminant correlations of
.20. BFI and TIP1 scale scores were correlated; the cross-convergent validities for
Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Openness to
Experiences were 37, .70, .75, 31, and .65, respectively. External correlates were tested
for similarity across both instruments, using each of the other constructs. "The TIP1
displayed patterns of correlations that were virtually identical to those of the BFI; with all
column-vector correlations exceeding .90" (Gosling et al., 2003, p. 523).
Overall, the TIP1 reached adequate levels for convergent and discriminant
validity, and patterns of external correlates. The TIP1 does have limitations as it is less
reliable than the larger instruments, correlates less strongly with other variables, is unable
to measure individual facets of multi-faceted constructs. Its value, however, lies in
having a very brief instrument that has basically the same application as some of the
larger Big Five instruments.
In this study, Personality, using the TIP1 scale was part of three exploratory factor
analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the TIP1 scale to further
confirm its five-factor dimensions and construct validity. In addition, in this study,
Personality is one of four additional factors measuring non-performance based promotion
criteria that have been added, which extends the IMCQ scale (Ofice Politics, Trust,
Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). The second exploratory factor analysis was
conducted for the six factor non-performance based criteria of an extended IMCQ scale.
Finally, the combined performance and non-performance based criteria results in an eight

factor scale. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the eight factors of the
extended IMCQ. These analyses include the item loadings of the totalpersonality score.

Part 38 Physical Characteristics
Description. In this study, a modified version of Soderlund and Julander's (2006)
Physical Attractiveness Appraisal 10 point semantic differential scale was used. Physical
attractiveness was measured using two adjective pairs, "not good looking-good looking"
and "not attractive-attractive". The modification is changing from a 10- point to a 5point semantic differential scale. Because the two items are strongly correlated,
Soderlund and Julander averaged the two ratings to obtain one score, in this study, the
score range was 1 to 5 (an average of the two ratings). Higher scores are associated with
greater perceptions of physical attractiveness. In this study, the directions to respondents
are as follows (see Appendix A).
Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the extent you agree that each
characteristic is important in promoting subordinates to command level positions.
Directions to Subordinate Executives (Assistant Chiefs, Commanders,
Majors, and Captains): As the recipient of being promoted to an appointed
position, please rate the extent you agree that each characteristic was important to
your most recent command level promotion.
Table 3-4
Example of PhysicalAttractiveness Appraisal Scale
Part 3f
1
2
3
4
1. Not good looking
•
13
•
2. Unattractive

5
Good looking
Attractive

Reliability. In Soderlund and Julander's (2006) study, using the overall
Cronbach's alpha for their 10 item scale, of which physical attractiveness constituted two
items, was .91. In this present study, to provide estimates of internal consistency

reliability, coefficient alphas were reported for the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal
scale, for police chiefs and for the sample of subordinate executives.
Validity. Soderlund and Julander (2006) proposed that physical attractiveness

provokes positive emotions and positive attitudes about people. They reported prior
research that found "physically attractive persons are perceived to possess high levels of
characteristics related to competence, performance, extraversion, and quality of life"
(Soderlund & Julander, 2006, p. 12). In their study, Soderlund and Julander (2006)
established convergent validity of their physical attractiveness measure, with positive
correlations to beliefs that participants would be promoted to managers, had friends, and
a happy life, for example. "Moreover, all path coefficients for the indicators in the multiitem measured were significant and greater than .85, thus indicating convergent validity
in these measures" (Soderlund & Julander, 2006, p. 15).
In this study, Physical Attractiveness, using the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal
scale was part of three exploratory factor analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis
was conducted the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal scale to further confirm
unidimensionality, and construct validity. More likely than not, these will load on one
factor, since the items are highly correlated. In addition, in this study, Physical
Attractiveness is one of four additional factors measuring non-performance based
promotion criteria that have been added, which extends the IMCQ scale (Oflce Politics,
Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). The second exploratory factor analysis
was conducted for the six factor non-performance based criteria of an extended IMCQ
scale. Finally, the combined performance and non-performance based criteria results in

an eight factor scale. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the eight factors of
the extended IMCQ. These analyses include the item loadings of Physical Attractiveness.
Procedures: Ethical Considerations and Data Collection Methods

Data collection methodology and ethical considerations were applied to the
following:

1. A three part, nine construct instrument was used in this study. Its focus dealt with
police chiefs' and subordinate police executives' characteristics, reliable and
exceptional performance, demographic characteristics, luck and favoritism, office
politics, tmst, personality, and physical attractiveness, respectively. A request to
each individual instrument designer; Beehr and Taber's Intra-Organizational

Mobility Channels Questionnaire, Demographics, and Luck and Favoritism
(1993), Kacmar and Carlson's Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale
(1997), Pearce's Dispositions to Trust (1992), Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann's

Ten Item Personality Measure (2003), and Soderlund and Julander's Physical
Attractiveness scale (2006) to use their respective instrument for incorporation in
this study, was solicited and approved (Appendix C-M).
2. Once approved by the IRB, the authors' permission to utilize their existing or a
modified version of their survey instrument was sought. All correspondence was
via Lynn e-mail to the researcher (Appendix C-M).
3. Once approved by the IRB, the survey and consent form were e-mailed to the

IACP, with an invitation to participate to the target population (Appendix 0). The
request included the purpose of the proposed study, notification of the

University's IRE3 approval, and that the target population would be treated as
confidential.
4. Following the successful proposal defense and approval by the IRE3 to proceed,

the on-line survey was placed on the Survey Monkey website. The site included
information concerning voluntary consent, purpose of the research, instructions
for completing the survey, and any possible risks and benefits related to the
participants' anonymity (Appendix Q). Completed survey data was submitted
via e-mail instructions to Survey Monkey. The survey link and survey was
encrypted with SSL encryption, provided by the website.
5. Following the successful proposal defense, an application for expedited review

was submitted to the University's IRB for approval.
a. IRE3 Form 1, Application and Protocol, was submitted to the University's
IRE%.
b. IRE3 Form 3, Request for Expedited Review, was submitted to the
University's IRB.
c. A request was made to the University's IRE3 to waive documentation of a
signed consent, as it would be an identifier.
6. Following the successful defense of the proposal, an online authorization for

Voluntary Consent (Appendix Q) and On-line Survey was prepared. Proof of
informed consent was evident the participant's completion and return of the
survey.

7. The following was submitted to the IRE3: The Application to the IRB, Online
Survey, Authorization for Voluntary Consent (a request waiving documentation

of the signature on the Authorization for Voluntary Consent, as it would be the
only identifier), a request for Expedited Review (Form 3), and Chapter 111.
8. Following the IRB's approval, Form 1, Part B, the e-mail invitation, was sent to

the target audience.

9. Once the survey was initiated, the following took place: The survey went live
immediately upon approval of the IRB.
a. A customized survey invitation was distributed (Appendix 0 ) with the
Authorization for Voluntary Consent form (Appendix Q) and a link to the
survey.
b. Participation in the survey was voluntary. Potential participants read the
authorization for voluntary consent before beginning the survey. If the
participants agreed to participate in the online survey, the participants
clicked the 'I agree' button and were directed to the Authorization for
Voluntary Consent form. (Appendix Q).
c. Two weeks after the survey was e-mailed, a follow-up e-mail to the
potential participants was sent reminding them to complete the survey
(Appendix P). The site was monitored as to the number of returned
surveys completed by the target participation.
d. Data collection lasted for two months.
e. The Survey Monkey survey was closed five months after data collection
was complete.

f. No later than one month after data collection was complete, the researcher
submitted a Report of Termination of Project to the Lynn University IRB
(Form 8).
g. The collected data was accessible in a summary form for ninety days after
the survey was closed. After which, it was archived and secured by
Survey Monkey, through securing servers in a locked cage requiring
passwords and biometric recognition, digital surveillance, and 24 hour
staffing (SurveyMonkey.com, 2007). Data will be destroyed after
researcher requests such (five years).
h. The data collected was imported into SPSS spreadsheets and saved
electronically in a personal computer with security (requiring a password
and identification). The data will be destroyed after five years.
10. The coded survey was voluntary and anonymous as no departmental names or
personal identifiers appear on the instrument.
11. Data collection was limited to a maximum of two months after IRB approval.
Anticipated completion of the study is August 31,2008.
12. The researcher submitted the Report of Termination of Project report to the IRB
within one month following completed data collection.
13. Collected data will remain confidential and secured electronically for five years
(password and identification sensitive).
14. Survey responses will be stored in a locked safe and will be destroyed at the end
of five years.

The research study is considered ethical due to the following:
1. The IRB application was submitted for a full board review.
2. Approval by the University's IRB ensured proper procedures protecting human

subjects are adhered to.

3. Participants received a full explanation of the purpose of the research, and data
collection anonymity.

4. Collected data will remain confidential and secured electronically for five years
bassword and identification sensitive). Survey responses will be stored in a
locked safe and will be destroyed at the end of five years.
5. The IRB was informed when the study is completed.
Methods of Data Analysis

Data collected from returned questionnaires was analyzed with Statistical Package
for Social Sciences, Version 16, to test hypotheses HI-H3. Independent t-tests,
Exploratory Data Analysis, Exploratory Factor Analysis, Internal Consistency Reliability,
and Multiple Regression Analysis was used to analyze data. The following steps were
utilized prior to analyzing data:

1. Coding - Collected data had predestinated coding assigned to each variable in this
study.
2. Exploratory Data Analysis - Descriptive statistics were examined to verify the

parameters used in this study. Variables that did not meet statistical assumptions
would be identified. If one or more assumptions were broken, transforming
variables would be considered.

3. Exploratory Factor Analysis - Used to measure the underlying hypothetical

factors (reliable and exceptional performance) that represent a large number of
variables (non-performance criteria).
4. Internal Consistency Reliability - Cronbach's coefficient alpha estimated internal

consistency. Coefficient alphas 0.70 and greater will identify consistency
reliability.
5. Multiple Regression Analysis -was used to explain a set of independent variables

and the relationship between predicted variables (performance and nonperformance criteria) and a dependent or criterion variable (getting promoted).
6. T-tests -was used to compare two groups, Chiefs and Subordinate Police

Executives, and identify the statistical differences between the two.
Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive Statistics to answer Question 1. Measures of central tendency,
frequency distributions, and variability were obtained to determine the characteristics of
police chiefs and subordinate police executives, the importance of non-performance
based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust), and performance based criteria (reliable performance and
exceptional performance) used in promotion decision making by police chiefs (intraorganizational mobility channels) and perceptions of use by subordinate police executives
(individual, self) mobility channels.
Research Hypothesis Testing
To test Hypothesis 1, of differences in performance and non-performance based
criteria used by police chiefs in promotional decisions (intra-organizational mobility) and

performance and non-performance based criteria that subordinate police executives
perceive were used in their most recent promotion (individual mobility channels),

independent t-tests were used to compare group differences in rating the importance of
reliable HI,; exceptional performance Hlb; demographic HI,; luck and favoritism Hid;
office politics HI,; physical characteristics Hlf;personality HI,; and trust Hlh
Multiple Regression Analysis (Stepwise)

Separate multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was used to test Hypothesis 2 and
3 to explain the relationship among the explanatory (attribute and independent) variables

and each dependent variable of performance based criteria (reliable and exceptional
performance). Explanatory variables are the non-performance based criteria including
demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical characteristics, personality,
and trust that two group, Police Chiefs' use for promotion (intra-organizational mobility
channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives' perceived were used in their most recent
promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Notations to test regression model variables for these hypotheses are:
Where Y= bo + blXl+b2X2 +bnXn+ ~1
Characteristics of Police Chiefs and Subordinate Police Executives (Attribute variables)
X1= Gender
X2=Age in Years
X3= Marital Status
Xq= Race
Xs= Ethnicity
X6= Highest Educational Level
X7= Police Chief (yes or no)
X8= Rank if not a Police Chief
X9= Total Years in Policing
Xlo=Total Years on Department
X11= Total Years at Current Position
X12=Total Years in Appointed Positions

XI3= Size of Department (Sworn)
Non-Performance Based Criteria
X14=Demographics
X15=Luck and Favoritism
X16=Office Politics
X17=Trust
X18=Personality
Xi9= Physical Attractiveness
Performance Based Criteria (dependent variables in regression models)
Y1= Reliable Performance
Y2= Exceptional Performance
bo= Constant
b = unstandardized coefficient
EI=error
For Hypothesis 2, characteristics ofpolice chiefs and subordinate police executives
and the importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) in promotion decisions are
significant explanatory variables of reliable performance criteria used in promotion
decisions, responses of both groups are analyzed. The regression model for Hypothesis

2 used the following equation, where Y1=reliable performance used in promotion
decisions (both groups):

For H2a,characteristics ofpolice chiefs and importance of non-performance based
criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant explanatory variables
of reliable performance criteria used in promotion decisions, only responses from police
chiefs were analyzed. The regression model for HZawill use the following equation,
where

Y1= reliable performance used in promotion decisions (police chiefs):

Y

= bo+blXl+b2X2+b3X3+b4&+b5X5+b6X6

+b9X9+ bloX~o+bllX11+b12X12
+ b13

X1~+b14X14+blsX1s+b16X16+b17X1~+b1aX1x+b19Xl9+b2oX2o+b21X21*b22X22+~l

For H2b, characteristics of subordinate police executives and importance of nonperformance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant
explanatory variables of reliable performance criteria used in promotion decisions, only
responses from subordinate police executives are analyzed. The regression model used
for HZbused the following equation, where Y1= reliable performance used in promotion
decisions (subordinate police executives):

Y

=bo+b1X1+b2X2+b3X3+b4&+b5Xs+b6X6

+bsXx+bsX9+b1oXlo+bl1x11+b12X12+

b13X13+b14X14+blsXls+b16X16+b1~X17+blxX1a+b19X19+b2oX~o+b21X21*b22X2~+&1
For H2c,intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs has greater
explanatory power than the individual (self) mobility channels model for subordinate
police executives in explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics, nonperformance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, ofice politics, physical
attractiveness, personality, and trust), and the performance based criterion of reliable
performance used in promotion decisions, the adjusted R-square results for Hz, versus
H2b were compared
For Hypothesis 3, characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives
and the importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) in promotion decisions are
significant explanatory variables of exceptional performance criteria used in promotion
decisions (both groups), responses of both groups are analyzed. The regression model for

Hypothesis 3 used the following equation, where Y2 = exceptional performance used in
promotion decisions (both groups):

Y2=bo+blXl+b2X2+b3X3+b4&+b5X5+b6X6
+b7X7+bsX~+b9X~+b10Xlo+bl1X11
+b12X12
+b13 X~3+b14X14+b1~X~s+b16X1~+b17Xi7+b1sX1s+b1~~l9+b2oX2o+b21~21+b22~22+~1
For H3a,characteristics ofpolice chiefs and importance of non-performance based
criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant explanatory variables
of exceptionalperformance criteria used in promotion decisions, only responses from
police chiefs were analyzed. The regression model for H3aused the following equation,
where Y2= exceptional performance used in promotion decisions (police chiefs):
Y2= bo+blXi+b2X2+b3X3+b4&+b5X5+b6X6

+bsXs+bloXlo+b11Xl l+b12X12+b13

X13+bl4X14+b1sX1~+b1~X16+b1~X17+b1~X18+b19~19+b2oX2o+b21~2l++b22~22+~1

For H3b, characteristics of subordinate police executives and importance of nonperformance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant
explanatory variables of exceptionalperformance criteria used in promotion decisions,
only responses from subordinate police executives were analyzed. The regression model
for H3bused the following equation, where Y2 = exceptional performance used in
promotion decisions (subordinate police executives):
Y2= bo+b1Xl+b2X2+b3X3+b4X4+b5X5+b6X6
+bsX8+bgX9+bloXlo+bllX11+b12X12+b13
X~3+b14X14+b1~X1~+b16X16+b17X17+b1~X18+b19~l9+b2oX2o+b21~2l~b22~22+~1

For H3c,intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs has greater
explanatory power than the individual (self) mobility channels model for subordinate

police executives in explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics, nonperformance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
attractiveness, personality, and trust), and the performance based criterion of exceptional
performance used in promotion decisions,the adjusted R-square results for H3, versus
were compared.
Psychometric Analyses
Internal Consistency Reliability

In this present study, to provide estimates of internal consistency reliability,
coefficient alphas were reported for the Reliable Performance factor, Exceptional
Performance factor, Demographic Characteristics factor, and Luck and Favoritism factor
of the 20-item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire (IMCQ); OfJice
Politics factor of the 7-item of the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS);
Trust factor of the Citem Disposition to Trust scale(D0T); Personality factor of the 10item Ten Item Personality Measure(TIP1); Physical Attvactiveness factor of the 2-item
Physical Attractiveness Appraisal (PAA) scale, for police chiefs and subordinate police
executives.

Evaluation of Research Methods

Internal and external validity of the research methods were examined. Internal
validity is considered a primary consideration in studies that try to establish causal
relationships (Web Center for Research Methods Knowledge Base). External validity
involves the appropriate truth to generalize conclusions that would be valid regardless of
anyone else doing the same study.

Internal Validity
Internal Validity Strengths
1. The quantitative, non-experimental, correlational (explanatory) research
design is stronger than a descriptive and exploratory (comparative) design.
2. The quantitative research design will have higher internal validity verses

qualitative research methods.
3. The internal validity of this study is strengthened by the data analysis

procedures deemed appropriate for this study.
4. The study utilizes valid and reliable research instruments to measure the

data collected.
5. Estimating the appropriate sample size needed for the multiple regression

analysis is based on n = 50 + 8m (Green, 1991), where n represents the
sample size and m is the number of explanatory variables. The sample
size is adequate to conduct data analysis.

6. Instrumentation used in this survey is valid and reliable based on
Cronbach's alpha, which establishes construct validity and internal
consistency for factor analysis.
Internal Validity Weaknesses

1. Experimental designs have higher internal validity than non-experimental
designs.

2. One of the instruments utilized in this study, Beehr and Taber (1993),
reported the coefficient alpha for Luck and Favoritism was .5 1. No clear

explanation was given regarding the low coefficient alpha other than
respondents may have given a general perspective rather than specific
perception of the promotional process. This may threaten internal
validity.
3. The use of an electronic survey device may produce a smaller response
rate than utilizing the US mail or personal contact.
External Validity
External Validity Sfrengths

1. The entire target population was afforded an opportunity to participate.
2. The survey was not completed in a laboratory setting, rather the

participant's natural environment.
3. The study utilized the entire target population, which helps with
generalization of data collected.

4. The ecological validity of this study approximates the influences of nonperformance based criteria on relaible and exceptional performance that
affect promotion. With a target population of 10,000, an adequate sample
size is 370, but it "would even be more confident with a sample of 500
(Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 135). Based on the population and the desired
minimum sample size, the minimum sample size is 370. For a
conservative response rate of 10 percent and 12,770 e-mail initiatives, the
final data producing sample is 1,277.

External Validity Weaknesses
1. The study used a target population where participants are from various law

enforcement organizations within the United States of America verses an
international population.

2. The study did not survey the greater population within the participating
law enforcement communities, i.e. rank and file.
Chapter 111 described the research methods to be utilized to answer the Research
Question and test Hypotheses about the relationship among non-performance factors
(characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives, demographic, luck and
favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and reliable and
exceptional performance according to police chiefs and subordinate police executives.
Further, the chapter described the proposed research design, population, sampling plan
and setting, instrumentation, data collection, ethical considerations and data collection
methods, methods of data analysis, and the evaluative research methods. Chapter IV
presents study findings.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Chapter IV presents the results of the study. The data collected from the returned
Police Promotional Considerations' surveys were analyzed using the Statistical Program
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 16.0. The reliability and validity of the subscales and
total scales of the measures used in this study were examined and reported. To answer
the research questions and conduct hypothesis testing, descriptive and inferential
statistics were used.
Final Data-Producing Sample
A total of 32,770 surveys were emailed to US active members of the International

Association of Chiefs of Police. One thousand, three hundred, seventy four (10.7%) of
those emails were returned to the sender as not reaching its target (1,290 spam, 61 out-ofoffice, 23 change of email address). Therefore, the actual number of surveys to reach the
target audience was 11,396. In this study, a total of 2,205 surveys were returned
(17.26%). Of the 2,205 returned surveys, 1,080 (48.97%) were the head of the agency
(chiefs) and 1,124 (50.97%) were appointed executive command level personnel (nonchiefs). The actual number of chiefs and non-chefs, of the total US population within the
Association, is unknown.
Table 4-1 presents the target population and the percentage differences of the
data-producing sample. The differences between the responses by both groups are chief
responses account for 9.47% and non-chief responses account for 9.86%. With a target
population of 10,000, an adequate sample size is 370, but it "would even be more
confident with a sample of 500" (Gay & Airasian, 2000, p. 135). Based on the

population and the desired minimum sample size, the minimum sample size was 370.
The external validity of the study is valid.
Table 4-1

Comparative Analysis of the Sample with the Target Population
Role

Sample

Chiefs & Non-Chiefs
N
%
Chiefs
1,080
49%
Non-Chiefs
1,124
51%
Total
2,204
100%
"Note: + Sample is over represented. -Sample is under represented.

Percentages
Differences
(+ or-)a
-1%

+1%

Reliability and Validity of the Measurement Scales

Five different scales were used in this study. The Intra-Organizational Mobility

Channels Questionnaire (IMCQ) scale measured reliable and exceptional performance
factors, and two non-performance constructs; demographics and luck and favoritism
respectively. The Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (Go Along to Get Ahead
factors only) was used to measure office politics. The Dispositions to Trust scale was
used to measure trust. The Ten Item Personality Inventory scale was used to measure
personality traits. Finally, the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal scale was used to
measure positive emotions and positive attitudes about people. In addition, in this study,
office politics, trust, personality dimensions, and physical attractiveness are four
additional factors measuring non-performance based promotion criteria, which extend the
original IMCQ scale. Prior to answering research questions and testing hypotheses,
reliability and validity analyses were conducted on each of the five scales. As a result,
the scales were modified to enhance the psychometric qualities of measures. Part 1,

Personal Characteristics and Work Profile Characteristics are identified and explained

in Research Question 1, as they are part of the main analysis. Part 2 begins with the
Exploratory Factor Analysis of the models.
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Reliability of
Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire Part 2a: Reliable Performance
For Part 2a: Performance Based Criteria - Reliable Performance, participants
responded to the first six items (numbered 1-6) of the IMCQ, which measured the
importance of Reliable Performance in promotion decisions. Reliable performance is
defined as demonstrating satisfactory work skills and behaviors consistent at the level one
is expected to perform (Beehr & Taber, 1993). Examples include, but are not limited to,
doing a good job and having good attendance. With 6 items rated on a 7-point semantic
differential, importance rating scale, the score range is 6 to 42. For police chiefs, higher
scores are associated with greater importance of the reliable factor used in promotion
decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher
scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the reliable performance factor
used in the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
Part 2b: Exceptional Performance
For Part 2b: Performance Based Criteria - Exceptional Performance, participants
responded to six items (numbered 7-12) of the IMCQ. Exceptional Performance
identifies criteria that "exceed role requirements and demonstrates competence for the
next higher job in the career ladder" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of
Performance-based Factors section, 7 1). Examples of exceptional performance include
leadership, imparting good ideas, and perceiving qualities needed at higher levels, all of

which, "demonstrate abilities and behaviors that are qualitatively different form those
required in the current job" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of Performance-based
Factors section, 7 1). With 6 items rated on a 7-point semantic differential, importance
rating scale, the score range is 6 to 42. For police chiefs, higher scores are associated
with greater importance of the exceptional performance factor used in promotion
decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher
scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the exceptional performance
factor used in the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.

Part 3a: Demographics
For Part 3a: Non-Performance Based Criteria - Demographics, participants
responded to three items (numbered 13-15) on the IMCQ. Demographic Characteristics
are role-irrelevant criteria that may be perceived as affecting organizational career paths.
Examples of Demographic Characteristics include race, gender, educational level, which
are possible bases for personnel actions, including promotions (Beehr & Taber, 1993,
Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, 7 1). With 3 items rated on a 7-point semantic
differential, importance rating scale, the score range is 3 to 21. For police chiefs, higher
scores are associated with greater importance of the personal characteristic factors used in
promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate
executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the
demographic characteristics used in the subordinates' most recent command level
promotion.

Part 36: Luck and Favoritism
For Part 3b: Non-Performance Based Criteria - Luck and Favoritism, participants
will be measured by five items (numbered 16-20) on the IMCQ (Beehr et al., 2004).
Luck and Favoritism criteria are role-irrelevant criteria that may be perceived as affecting

organizational career paths (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors
section, r/ 1). Examples of Luck and Favoritism items include getting breaks or having
friends and relatives in places where they can help in the promotional process, which are
"factors external to the employee, and not under h e r b s control (Beehr & Taber, 1993,
Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, T[ 2). With five items rated on a 7-point
semantic differential, importance rating scale, the score range is 5 to 35. For police
chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal characteristic
factors used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For
subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived importance of
the personal characteristic factors used in the subordinates' most recent command level
promotion.
The original four-factor IMCQ scale measured reliable and exceptional
performance factors, and non-performance factors of demographics, and luck and
favoritism. It was expected that each of the respective six items representing Reliable
Performance and Exceptional Performance, three items representing Demographics, and
four items representing Luck and Favoritism would fall within their respective constructs.
With the exception of the Luck and Favoritism construct, this was not the case. Five
Exceptional items, four Reliable items, and one Demographic item loaded together to
form Factor 1. Luck and Favoritism loaded together to form Factor 2. Demographic

items 1 and 2 formed Factor 3, and the two Reliable items 5 and 3 and one Exceptional
item #3, formed Factor 4.
Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was used to establish
construct validity of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire. The
number of factors extracted was determined by the number of items with eigenvalues
greater than 1.O. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) revealed a different composite of
the original four-factor IMCQ. The eigenvalue total for Factor 1 through Factor 4 ranged
from 1.163 and 7.61 5, and the total variance explained was 70.021%. For Factor 1, the
loadings ranged from .518 to .907, consisted of four reliable items, five exceptional
items, and one demographic item. For Factor 2, the loading ranged from .738 to ,823.
Factor 3 consisted of two of the three Demographic items, and loadings ranged from .921
to .922. Factor 4 consisted of two Reliable items and one Exceptional item, and loadings
ranged from .455 to 328. Therefore, the four-factor, Intra-Organizational Mobility
Channels Questionnaire is a multidimensional scale. Table 4-2 presents the factor item
loadings of the data-producing sample.

Table 4-2
Factor Item Loadings for Part 2: Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Scale
Item # and Part 2a-b Part 3a-b:
Pour Item IMCQ

Loadings for Loadings for Loadings for
Factor 1Factor 2 Factor 3
Demographic
Reliable &
Luck &
Exceptional
Favoritism

Reliable & Exceptional 10 Items
Exceptional4
Reliable6
Reliable1
Exceptional1
Exceptional2
Reliable4
Exceptional6
Reliable2
Exceptional5
Demo3
Luck & Favoritism 5 Items
LF4
LF2
LF5
LF3
LF 1
Demographic 2 Items
Demo2
Demo1
Time 2 Items
Reliable5

-

.907
.904
.902
395
394
.853
.768

-.lo6
-.I24

.760
.612
.518

-. 114

-.I23

323
.796
.784
.755
.738

.I65

,271
,275

.922
.921

,137

,152

-.259
-.I59
-. 158

Loadings for
Factor 4 Time

-.I13
-.I39
-.I20

.220
,269

.I25
,243
,225

328

The internal consistency reliability of Part 2a-b and Part 3a-b: Four-Factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels scale was calculated by use of Cronbach's alpha.
Values of .7 are good while .6 is the minimal internal consistency required (Garson,
I

2007). The total scale had a good internal consistency, a = ,822. Table 4-3 identifies the
corrected item-total correlations and alpha if items are deleted. All 20 items had
correlations above the minimum .3 (Garson, 2007). Deleting these three items would not

I

substantially increase the alpha.

Table 4-3

Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor Part 2: Four-Factor Inha-Organizational
Mobility Channels Scale a

= ,822

Item # and Part 2a-b Part 3a-b:
Four Item IMCQ

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if Item Deleted

Reliable & Exce~tional10 Items
Coefficient a=.943
EXCEPTIONAL4
,892
RELIABLE6
,880
RELIABLE1
.883
EXCEPTIONAL1
,875
EXCEPTIONAL2
RELIABLE 4
EXCEPTIONAL6
RELABLE2
EXCEPTIOAL5
DEMO3
Luck and Favoritism 5 Items
Coefficient a=.859
LF 1
LF2
LF3
LF4
LF5
Demographic 2 Items Coefficient
p.969
Demo2
Demol
Time 3 Items Coefficient a=.631
RELIABLE5
RELIABLE3
,341
EXCEPTIONAL3
(a) The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items.

,931
,932
,932
,932

,657

The coefficient alpha for this 20-item IMCQ was (a = 322). The final subscales

I(

were the 10-Item Reliable and Exceptional Performance Based Outcomes (a = .943), the
5-Item Luck and Favoritism Outcomes (a = .859), the 2-Item Demographic Outcomes (a
= .969), and the

3-Item Time Outcomes (a = .631).

Exploratovy Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Reliability of
1

Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS)
Part 3c: Organizational Politics
!

For Part 3c: Non-Performance Based Criteria - Organizational Politics,
participants responded to the first seven items (numbered 1-7) of the Going Along to Get

Ahead subscale of the 15-item Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS)
(Kacmar and Carlson, 1997), which measured the importance of Organizational Politics
in promotion decisions. Organizational Politics is the first additional role-irrelevant
factor that may be perceived as affecting organizational paths. Seven items are rated on a
five-point Likert scale; the score range is 7 to 35. Higher scores are associated with
greater perceptions of organizational politics. Of the seven items used in this study, the
first two items were reverse coded (number 1 and 2). Furthermore, each of the seven
items was adapted to fit the purposes of this study of identifying criteria used in
promotion (rather than the presence of office politics in a particular setting).
For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
organizational politics factor, specifically Going Along to Get Ahead, used in promotion
decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher
scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the organizational politics
factor used in the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was used to establish
construct validity of the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale. The number of
factors extracted was determined by the number of items with eigenvalues greater than
1.O. Exploratory Factor Analysis revealed only one factor. The eigenvalue total was
4.320, and the total variance explained was 61.718%. Factor loadings ranged from .684
to .839, and consisted of all seven Organizational Politics items. Therefore, the fouritem Going Along to Get Ahead subscale of the 15-item Perceptions of Organizational

Politics Scale is a unidimensional scale. Table 4-4 presents the factor item loadings of
the data-producing sample.
In this study, Ofice Politics using the Getting Along to Get Ahead subscale was
part of three exploratory factor analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis was
conducted for the Getting Along to Get Ahead subscale of the POPS to further confirm
its unidimensionality and construct validity. OfJice Politics was one of four additional
factors, measuring non-performance based promotion criteria, which extended the IMCQ
scale (Ofice Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). The second
exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the six factor non-performance based
criteria of an extended IMCQ scale. Finally, the combined performance and nonperformance based criteria results in an eight factor scale.

Table 4-4
Factor Item Loadings for Part 3c: Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale
Item # and Part 3c: Seven Item
Perceptions of Organizational
Politics Scale

Loadings

POL6

,839

POL5

,836

POL4

,834

POL2 Reverse Coded
POL1 Reverse Coded

The internal consistency reliability of Part 3c: Perceptions of Organizational

Politics Scale was calculated by use of Cronbach's alpha. Values of .7 are good while .6
is the minimal internal consistency required (Garson, 2007). The total scale had a good
internal consistency, a = ,895. Table 4-5 identifies the corrected item-total correlations

and alpha if items are deleted. All seven items had correlations above the minimum .3
(Garson, 2007). Deleting any of the items would not increase the alpha.
Table 4-5

Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor Part 3c: Perceptions of Organizational Politics
Scale a = ,895
Item # and Part 3c: Seven Item POPS
POPS1 Reverse Coded
POPS2 Reverse Coded
POLITICS3
POLITICS4
POLITICS5
POLITICS6
POLITICS7

Corrected ItemTotal Correlation

Alpha if Item
Deleted

,584
,686
,583
.758
,760
,761
,741

,892
.881
,893
,871
,871
,871
,874

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Reliability of
Disposition to Trust @T) scale
Part 3d: Trust
For Part 3d: Non-Performance Based Criteria - Trust, a modified version of
Kanawattanachai and Yoo's (2005) Disposition to Trust scale was used. This scale
consists of four items measured on a five-point Likert scale; the score range is 4 to 20.
Higher scores are associated with greater perceptions of trust. Each of the four items was
adapted to fit the purposes of this study of identifying criteria used in promotion (rather
than the presence of trust in a particular setting). For police chiefs, higher scores are
associated with greater importance of the trust factor, used in promotion decisions of
subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are
associated with greater perceived importance of the trust factor used in the subordinates'
most recent command level promotion.

Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was used to establish
construct validity of the Disposition to Trust scale. The number of factors extracted was
determined by the number of items with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. Exploratory
Factor Analysis revealed only one factor. The eigenvalue total was 2.766, and the total
variance explained was 69.162%. Factor loadings ranged from .766 to ,900, and
consisted of all four Trust items. Therefore, the four-item Disposition to Trust scale is a
unidimensional scale. Table 4-6 presents the factor item loadings of the data-producing
sample.
Table 4-6

Factor Item Loadings for Part 3d: Disposition to Trust Scale
Item # and Part 3d: Pour Item
Disposition to Trust Scale

Loadings

TRUST3

,900

TRUST2

,834

TRUST1

,821

TRUST4

,766

The internal consistency reliability of Part 3d: Disposition to Trust scale was
calculated by use of Cronbach's alpha. Values of .7 are good while .6 is the minimal
internal consistency required (Garson, 2007). The total scale had a good internal
consistency, a = .843. Table 4-7 identifies the corrected item-total correlations and alpha
if items are deleted. All seven items had correlations above the minimum .3 (Garson,
2007). Deleting any of the items would not increase the alpha.
In this study, Trust using the Disposition to Trust Scale was part of three
exploratory factor analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the
Disposition to Trust Scale to further confirm its unidimensionality and construct validity.

Trust was one of four additional factors, measuring non-performance based promotion
criteria, which extended the IMCQ scale (OfJice Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical
Attractiveness). The second exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the six factor
non-performance based criteria of an extended IMCQ scale. Finally, the combined
performance and non-performance based criteria results in an eight factor scale.
Table 4-7

Corrected Item-Total Correlations for Part 3d: Disposition to Trust Scale a = ,843
Item # and Part 3c: Seven
Item POPS
TRUST1
TRUST2
TRUST3
TRUST4

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if Item Deleted

,666
,684
,792
,603

,806
302
,753
,841

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Reliability of the
Extended Six-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
The original four-factor IMCQ scale measured reliable and exceptional
performance factors, and non-performance factors of demographics, and luck and
favoritism. It was expected that each of the respective six items representing Reliable
Performance and Exceptional Performance, three items representing Demographics, and
four items representing Luck and Favoritism would fall within their respective constructs.
With the exception of the Luck and Favoritism construct, this was not the case.
The modified Six-Factor IMCQ scale measured reliable and exceptional
performance factors, non-performance factors of demographics and luck and favoritism,
and two additional non-performance factors of Politics and Trust. It was expected that
the original performance and non-performance items would load as they did in Table 4-8,

with additional items of Politics and Trust loading independent and separate from the
other factors.
All six Exceptional Performance items, four Reliable Performance items, and
Demographic3 loaded together to form Factor 1. All seven Organizational Politics'
items loaded to form Factor 2. All five Luck and Favoritism items loaded together to
form Factor 3. All four Trust items loaded together to form Factor 4. Demographic
items 2 and 1 formed Factor 5, and the two Reliable Performance items 5 and 3 formed
Factor 6.
Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was used to establish
construct validity of the Six-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire. The number of factors extracted was determined by the number of items
with eigenvalues greater than 1.O. Exploratory Factor Analysis revealed the eigenvalue
total for Factor 1 through Factor 6 was between 1.167 and 9.707, and the total variance
explained was 68.663%. For Factor 1, the loadings ranged from .439 to .903, consisted
of four reliable items, six exceptional items, and one demographic item. For Factor 2, all
seven politics' items loaded to range from .627 to ,821. Factor 3 consisted of all five
Luck and Favoritism items, and loadings ranged from .711 to .793. Factor 4 consisted of
all four Trust items, and loadings ranged from .7 13 to .8 13. Factor 5 consisted of two
Demographic items, and ranged from .910 to .9 13. Factor 6 consisted of Reliable5 and
Reliable3 items, and ranged from .789 to 323. Therefore, the six-factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire is a multidimensional scale. Table 4-8
presents the factor item loadings of the data-producing sample.

Table 4-8
Factor Item Loadings for Part 2a-b and Part 3a-d: Six-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Scale
Item # and Part 2a-b
Part 3a-d: Six Factor

IMCQ
Reliable & Exceptional
11 Items
EXCEPTIONAL4
RELIABLE1
RELIABLE6
EXCEPTIONAL2
EXCEPTIONAL1
RELIABLE 4
RELABLE2
EXCEPTIONAL6
EXCEPTIOALS
DEMO3
EXCEPTIONAL3
Politics 7 Items
POLITICS4
POLITICS5
POLITICS6
POLITICS7
POLITICS3
pop1reversecoded
pop2reversecoded
Luck & Favoritism 5
Items
LF4
LF2
LF5
LF3
LFI
Trust 4 Items
TRUST3
TRUST4
TRUST2
TRUST1
Demographic 2 Items
DEMO2
DEMO1
Time 2 Items
RELIABLE5
RELIABLE3

Loadings for
Factor 1Reliable &
Exceptional

Loadings for
Factor 2Politics

Loadings
for Factor
3-Luck &
Favoritism

.903
.903
.898
.884
.878
.852
.764
,749
.597
.498
.439

-. 123

-.I04
-.I16
-.I24
-.I28

-.I17
-.I05
-.I19
-.I74

.821
.810
.766
.744
.678
569
.627

,227
,180
,224
,227
.206

,169
,184
.I19
,211
,175

.793
.769
,766
.720
.711
-.I10

-.I92
-.I55

-.234

-.I26
-.I48
-.I68

Loadings
for Factor
4-Trust

,119

-.I25
.I21
,131
,178

-.275
-. 105
-.245
-.354

-.I61
-.I66

,126
,115

Loadings
for Factor
6-Time

-.I04
-.I14

-.I23
-.I 32

,169
.I53
,211
.I41

Loadings for
Factor 5Demographic

-.I07
,199
,162
,181
. I 11
,105

.205
,401

-.I48
-.205
-.I91
-.396
-.314

-.I27

,160

,230
,217

.813
.761
.756
.713
,266
,279

.913
.910

,148

,156

,251

The internal consistency reliability of the Six-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels scale was calculated by use of Cronbach's alpha. Values of .7 are
good while .6 is the minimal internal consistency required (Garson, 2007). "Indeed,

.823
.789

Chronbach (1951) suggested that if several factors exist then the formula should be
applied separately to items relating to different factors. In other words, if your
questionnaire has subscales, a should be applied separately to these subscales" (Field,
2005, 15.7.2. Interpreting Cronbach's a, 7 2). The total scale had a good internal
consistency, a = 360. Table 4-9 identifies the corrected item-total correlations and alpha
if items are deleted. All 31 items had correlations above the minimum .3 (Garson, 2007).
Deleting items would not substantially increase the alpha.
Table 4-9

Corrected Item-Total Correlationsfor Part 2a-b and Part 3a-d: Six-Factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Scale a = ,860
Item # and Part 2a-b Part 3a-b:
Six Factor IMCQ
Reliable & Exceptional 11 Items
Coefficient a=.937
EXCEPTIONAL4
RELIABLE1
RELIABLE6
EXCEPTIONAL2
EXCEPTIONAL1
RELIABLE 4
RELABLE2
EXCEPTIONAL6
EXCEPTIOAL5
DEMO3
EXCEPTIONAL3
Political 7 Items Coefficient a=.895
poplreversecoded
pop2reversecoded
POLITICS3
POLITICS~
POLITICS5
POLITICS6
POLITICS7
Luck & Favoritism 5 Items
Coefficient a=.859
LF 1
LF2
LF3
LF4
LF5
Trust 4 Items Coefficient u=.843
TRUST1
TRUST2
TRUST3
TRUST4

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if Item Deleted

,882
371
,866
,861
,866
313
.744
.726
,590
,449
,437

.925
,925
,925
,925
.925
,927
,930
.93 1
,937
,943
,943

,584
.686
,583
,758
,760
,761
,741

,892
,881
,893
,871
,871
,871
,874

,645
,633
,707
,746
,645

,837
,840
,821
,811
,837

,666
,684
,792
.603

,806
,802
,753
,841

Table 4-9 Continued
Demographic 2 Items Coefficient
a=.969
DEMO1
,940
DEMO2
,940
Time 2 Items Coefficient a=.657
RELIABLE5
.493
RELIABLE3
,493
a The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items.

.(a)
.(a)
.(a)
.(a)

The coefficient alpha for this 31-item IMCQ was (a = 360). The final subscales
were the 11-Item Reliable and Exceptional Performance Based Outcomes (a = .937), the
7-Item Organizational Politics Outcomes (a = .895), the 5-Item Luck and Favoritism
Outcomes (a = .859), the 4-Item Trust Outcomes (a = .843), the 2-Item Demographic
Outcomes (a = .969), and the 2-Item Time Outcomes (a = .657).

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Reliability of Ten Item
Personality Inventory (TIPI)
Part 3e: Personality Traits
For Part 3e: Non-Performance Based Criteria - Personality Traits, personality was
measured by 10-items (numbered 1-10) on the TIP1 scale (Gosling et al., 2003).
Personality traits, for purposes of this study, focus on those domains that were important
for promotion and not individual personalities of the respondents. The Big-Five
Personality dimensions are described as: Extraversion - being energetic and one that
seeks stimulation and company of others, Agreeableness -having a tendency to
cooperate with others rather than being antagonistic, Conscientiousness - deals with
having a tendency to act unquestioningly with self-discipline, Emotional Stability deals with how one deals with unpleasant emotions, and Openness to Experiences being open to non-conservative applications such as the arts, music, etc.

There will be five different scores, one for each personality dimension
(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Openness to
Experiences). To measure each personality type, two of the respective ten items were
summed. Five items were reverse scored. Therefore, the score range for each
personality type is 1 to 5 (for this five point scale).
For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
particular personality used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level
positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater
perceived importance of the personality type used in the subordinates' most recent
command level promotion. Examples of personality traits relevant to promotion would
be if they (chiefs) were looking for a candidate who was an extrovert or reserved, or if
those promoted (subordinate executive) believed that they were promoted because they
were an extrovert or reserved.
Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was used to establish
construct validity of the five dimensions of the Ten Item Personality Inventory scale.
The number of factors extracted was determined by the number of items with eigenvalues
greater than 1.0. Exploratory Factor Analysis revealed only one factor. The eigenvalue
total was 2.543, and the total variance explained was 50.862%. Factor loadings ranged
from .416 to 335, and consisted of all five Personality items. Therefore, the Big-Five
Personality dimensions of the Ten Item Personality Inventory scale are unidimensional.
Table 4-10 presents the factor item loadings of the data-producing sample.

Table 4-10

Factor Item Loadings for Part 3e: Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale
Item # and Part 3e: (Five
Dimensions) Ten Item Personality
Inventory Scale
Emotional stability
Conscientiousness
Openness
Agreeableness
Extroversion

Loadings
,835
,828
,724
.680
,416

The internal consistency reliability of Part 3e: five dimensions of the Ten Item

Personality Inventory scale was calculated by use of Cronbach's alpha. Values of .7 are
good while .6 is the minimal internal consistency required (Garson, 2007). The total
scale had a good internal consistency, a = .746. Table 4-1 1 identifies the corrected itemtotal correlations and alpha if items are deleted. All seven items had correlations above
the minimum .3 (Garson, 2007). Deleting any of the items would not increase the alpha.
In this study, Personality using the Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale was part
of three exploratory factor analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis was conducted
for the Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale to further confirm its unidimensionality and
construct validity. Personality was one of four additional factors, measuring nonperformance based promotion criteria, which extended the IMCQ scale (Oflce Politics,

Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). The second exploratory factor analysis
was conducted for the six factor non-performance based criteria of an extended IMCQ
scale. Finally, the combined performance and non-performance based criteria results in
an eight factor scale.

Table 4-11

Corrected Item-Total Correlations for Part 3e: Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale

Item # and Part 3e: (Five
Dimensions) Ten Item
Personality Inventory Scale

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if Item Deleted

,265

,782

,468

.718

,648

,648

,657

.644

,535

,693

Extroversion
(PERSONALITY 1
TIPI6reversedcoded)
Agreeableness
(TIP12reversedcoded
PERSONALITY7)
Conscientiousness
(PERSONALITY3
TIPI8reversecoded)
Emotional stability
(TIPI4reversecoded
PERSONALITY9)
Openness
(PERSONALITY5
TIPIlOreversecoded)

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Reliability of Physical
Attractiveness Appraisal (PAA)
Part 3) Physical Attractiveness
For Part 3f: Non-Performance Based Criteria - Physical Attractiveness was
measured using a modified version of Soderlund and Julander's (2006) Physical
Attractiveness Appraisal 10 point semantic differential scale. Physical Attractiveness
was measured using two adjective pairs, "not good looking-good looking" and "not
attractive-attractive." The modification is changing fiom a 10- point to a 5-point
semantic differential scale. Because the two items are strongly correlated, Soderlund
and Julander averaged the two ratings to obtain one score. In this study, the score range
will be 1 to 5 (an average of the two ratings). Higher scores are associated with greater
perceptions of physical attractiveness.

For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
physical attractiveness factor, used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command
level positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater
perceived importance of the physical attractiveness factor used in the subordinates' most
recent command level promotion.
Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was used to establish
construct validity of the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal scale. The number of factors
extracted was determined by the number of items with eigenvalues greater than 1.O.
Exploratory Factor Analysis revealed only one factor. The eigenvalue total was 1.857,
and the total variance explained was 92.852%. Factor loadings were both ,964 and
consisted of all (two) physical attractiveness' items. Therefore, the physical
attractiveness dimensions of the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal scale are
unidimensional. Table 4-1 1 presents the factor item loadings of the data-producing
sample.
Table 4-12

Factor Item Loadings for Part 3 j Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale
Item # and Part 3f: Physical
Attractiveness Appraisal Scale

Loadings

ATTRACTIVE1

,964

ATTRACTIVE2

,964

The internal consistency reliability of Part 3e: Physical Attractiveness Appraisal
scale was calculated by use of Cronbach's alpha. Values of .7 are good while .6 is the
minimal internal consistency required (Garson, 2007). The total scale had a good internal
consistency, a = .923. Table 4-12 identifies the corrected item-total correlations and

alpha if items are deleted. All items (two) had correlations above the minimum .3
(Garson, 2007). Deleting any of the items would not increase the alpha.
In this study, Physical Attractiveness using the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal

Scale was part of three exploratory factor analyses. The first exploratory factor analysis
was conducted for the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale to further confirm its
unidimensionality and construct validity. Physical Attractiveness was one of four
additional factors, measuring non-performance based promotion criteria, which extended
the IMCQ scale (OfJice Politics, Trust, Personality, and Physical Attractiveness). The
second exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the six factor non-performance
based criteria of an extended IMCQ scale. Finally, the combined performance and nonperformance based criteria results in an eight factor scale.
Table 4-13

Corrected Item-Total Correlations for Part 3f Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale

Item # and Part 3e: Seven
Item POPS
ATTRACTIVE1

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if Item Deleted

357

.(a)

ATTRACTIVE2
,857
a The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items.

.(a)

Exploratory Factor Analysis and Internal Consistency Reliability of the
Extended Eight-Facfor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
The extended Six-Factor IMCQ scale measured reliable and exceptional
performance factors, non-performance factors of demographics and luck and favoritism,
and two additional non-performance factors of Politics and Trust. It was expected that
the original performance and non-performance items would load differently as they did in

Table 4-8, with addition of Politics and Trust items loading independent and separate
from the other factors.
With the addition of the two non-performance constructs of personality and
physical attractiveness, the IMCQ was extended to a total of eight factors. The extended
Eight-Factor IMCQ scale measured reliable and exceptional performance factors, nonperformance factors of demographics, luck and favoritism, politics, trust, and two
additional non-performance factors of personality and physical attractiveness. The
performance and non-performance factor items of the extended Six-Factor IMCQ did not
load as they did in Table 4-8. Further, the additional non-performance items of
personality and physical attractiveness loaded independent and separate from the other
factors.

Exceptional Performance items 4,2,1,6, and 5, Reliable Performance items
1,6,4,2, and Demographic3 loaded together to form Factor 1. All seven Organizational

Politics' items loaded to form Factor 2. All five Luck and Favoritism items loaded
together to form Factor 3. All four Trust items loaded together to form Factor 4.

Emotional Stability, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness loaded together to
form Factor 5. Demographic items 2 and 1 formed Factor 6. Reliable Performance
items 5 and 3 and Exceptional Performance item 3 formed Factor 7. Extroversion and the
combined Physical Attractiveness items formed Factor 8.
Principal components analysis using varimax rotation was used to establish
construct validity of the Eight-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels

Questionnaire. The number of factors extracted was determined by the number of items
with eigenvalues greater than 1.O. Exploratory Factor Analysis revealed the eigenvalue
C

total for Factor 1 through Factor 8 was between 1.042 and 9.978, and the total variance
explained was 67.477%. For Factor 1, the loadings ranged from .478 to .909, consisted
of four reliable items, five exceptional items, and one demographic item. For Factor 2,
all seven politics' items loaded to range from .626 to 217. Factor 3 consisted of all five

Luck and Favoritism items, and loadings ranged from .696 to .811. Factor 4 consisted of
all four Trust items, and loadings ranged from .708 to 305. Factor 5 consisted of four
personality dimensions, and ranged from ,622 to 336. Factor 6 consisted of two
demographic items, and ranged from .906 to .907. Factor 7 consisted of two reliable
performance items and one exceptional performance item, and ranged from ,467 to 308.
Factor 8 consisted of one personality dimension and the combination of both Physical

Attractiveness items, and ranged from .460 to .781. Therefore, the eight-factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire is a multidimensional scale. Table 4-12
presents the factor item loadings of the data-producing sample.
Table 4-14

Factor Item Loadings for Part 2a-b and Part 3a$ Eight-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Scale
Item # and Part 2a-b Part 3af: Eight Factor IMCQ
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Reliable & Exceptional 10
Items

RELIABLE1
EXCEPTIONAL4
RELIABLE6
EXCEPTIONAL2
EXCEPTIONAL1
RELIABLE 4
RELABLE2
EXCEPTIONAL6
EXCEPTIOALS
DEMO3

.909
.908
.901
.888
378
.857
.772
.741
.574
.478

-.I19
-.I21
-.I43
-.I64

-.lo3
,116
-.I19

-.I30
,104

,104
,157
.I78
,110

,177
,281
,111

,259
,166

Table 4-14 Continued
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Politics 7 Items
POLITICS4
POLITICS5
POLITICS6
POLITICS7
POLITICS3
POPSZreversecoded
POPS lreversecoded
Luck & Favoritism 5
Items
LF4
LF5
LF2
LF3
LF 1
Trust 4 Items
TRUST3
TRUST4
TRUST2
TRUST1
Personality 4 Items
Emotional stability
Conscientiousness
Agreeableness
Openness
Demographics 2 Items
DEMO2
DEMO1
Time 3 Items
RELIABLE5
RELIABLE3
EXCEPTIONAL3
Social 2 Items
Extroversion
ATTRACTIVETOTAL

The internal consistency reliability of the Eight-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels scale was calculated by use of Cronbach's alpha. Values of .7 are
good while .6 is the minimal internal consistency required (Garson, 2007). "Indeed,
Chronbach (1951) suggested that if several factors exist then the formula should be
applied separately to items relating to different factors. In other words, if your

questionnaire has subscales, a should be applied separately to these subscales" (Field,
2005, 15.7.2. Interpreting Cronbach's a, 12). The total scale had a good internal
consistency, a = .799. Table 4-9 identifies the corrected item-total correlations and alpha
if items are deleted. Thirty five (35) items had correlations above the minimum .3
(Garson, 2007). Personality dimension Extroversion and the combined Physical
Attractive total fell below the minimum, both at .072. Deleting these two items would
reduce the alpha to 300 for a seven factor IMCQ; therefore, the items were not excluded
and form Factor 8.
Table 4-15
Corrected Item-Total Correlations for Part 2a-b and Part 3a-f Eight-Factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Scale a = ,799
Item # and Part 2a-b Part 3a-b:
Eight Factor IMCQ
Reliable & Exceotional 10 Items
Coefficient a=.943
RELIABLE1
EXCEPTIONAL4
RELIABLE6
EXCEPTIONAL2
EXCEPTIONAL1
RELIABLE 4
RELABLEZ
EXCEPTIONAL6
EXCEPTIOALS
DEMO3
Politics 7 Items Coefficient a=.895
POLITICS3
POLITICS4
POLITICS5
POLITICS6
POLITICS7
POPSlreversecoded
POPSZreversecoded
Luck & Favoritism 5 Items
Coefficient a=.859
LF 1
LF2
LF3
LF4
LF5

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Alpha if Item Deleted

,883
,892
,880
,874
,875
,829
,746
,716
,565
,439

,932
.93 1
.932
,932
,932
,934
,938
.939
,946
.953

,583
,758
,760
,761
,741
,584
.686

,893
,871
,871
271
,874
,892
,881

,645
,633
,707
,746
,645

,837
340
,821
.811
,837

Table 4-15 Continued
Alpha if Item Deleted
Corrected Item-Total
Item #and Part 2a-b Part 3a-b:
Eight Factor IMCQ
Correlation
Trust 4 Items Coefficient a=.843
TRUST1
,666
,806
TRUST2
,684
,802
TRUST3
,792
.753
TRUST4
,603
,841
Personality 5 Items Coefficient
a=.746
Extroversion
.265
,782
Agreeableness
,468
,718
Conscientiousness
.648
,648
Emotional Stability
,657
,644
Openness
,535
,693
Demographics 2 Items Coefficient
a=.969
DEMO2
.940
.a
DEMO1
.940
.a
Time 3 Items Coefficient a=.631
RELIABLE5
,493
.455
RELIABLE3
,501
,448
EXCEPTIONAL3
,341
.657
Social 2 Items Coefficient e . 1 2 8
Extroversion
,072
.a
,072
.a
ATTRACTIVETOTAL
a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items.

The coefficient alpha for this 37-item IMCQ was (a = ,799). The final subscales
were the 10-Item Reliable and Exceptional Performance Based Outcomes (a = .943), the
7-Item Organizational Politics Outcomes (a = .895), the 5-Item Luck and Favoritism
Outcomes (a = .859), the $-Item Trust Outcomes (a = .843), the 5-Item Personality
Outcomes (a = .746), the 2-Item Demographic Outcomes (a = .969), the 3-Item Time
Outcomes (a = .631), and the 2-Item Social Outcomes (a = .072).
Of the three IMCQ Scales, the original six-factor IMCQ coefficient alpha was the
highest (a = .860), followed by the four-factor IMCQ (a = ,822) and eight-factor IMCQ (a
= .799).

Having scales to comprise the best psychometric qualities for this study, the

next phase was to answer the research questions and test hypotheses.

Research Questions

Research Question 1
What are the characteristics of police chiefs and what importance do they give to
non-peuformance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and performance based criteria (reliable
and exceptional performance) used in promotion decisions by police chiefs (intraorganizational mobility channels) and perceptions of use by subordinate police executives
in their most recent promotion?

Personal Characteristics' Descriptive Analysis
Chiefs'personal characteristics and work profle characteristics. The frequency
distribution and means of chiefs' gender, age range, marital status, race, ethnicity,
educational level, total year range in policing, total year range on their department, total
year range in their current position, total year range in appointed positions within their
current department, and size range of their current department, are shown in Table 4-9.
Of the 1081 chiefs who participated in the study, 1033 were male (95.6%) and 48
(4.4%) were female. Age range from 21-31 was 3 (.3%), 32-42 was 287 (8%),43-53 was
517 (47.8%),54-64 was 436 (40.3%),and 65-74 was 38 (3.5%). Forty-one (3.8%) were
single, 951 (88%) were married, 83 (7.7%) were separated or divorced, and 6 (.6%) were

a widow or widower. One-thousand-thirty (95.3%)were white, 40 (3.7%) were black, 4
(.4%) were Indian, 5 (.5%)were Asian, and 2 (.2%)were Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders.
One-thousand-forty-one (96.3%) were non-Hispanicllatin descent and 40 (3.7%) were
HispanicILatin descent. Five-hundred-thirteen (47.5%)had a Graduate level degree, 373
(34.5%)had an undergraduate degree, 170 (15.7%)had one to three years of college (also

business schools), 22 (2%) graduated high school, and 3 (.3%) had a General Education
degree.
In regard to police experience and tenure, one (.1%) had 1-5 years of policing, 8
(.7%) had 6-10 years of policing, 32 (3%) had 11-15 years of policing, 86 (8%) had 1620 years of policing, 178 (16.5%), had 21-25 years of policing, 304 (28.1%) had 26-30
years of policing, 310 (28.7%) had 31-35 years of policing, 131 (12.1%) had 36-40 years
of policing, 28 (2.6%) had 41-45 years of policing, and 3 (.3%) had 46 plus years of
policing.
Two-hundred-seventy-five (25.4%) had 1-5 years of current department tenure,
161 (14.9%) had 6-10 years of current department tenure, 103 (9.5%) had 11-15 years of
current department tenure, 104 (9.6%) had 16-20 years of current department tenure, 143
(13.2%) had 21-25 years of current department tenure, 164 (15.2%) had 26-30 years of
current department tenure, 103 (9.5%) had 31-35 years of current department tenure, 24
(2.2%) had 36-40 years of current department tenure, 4 (.4%) had 41-45 years of current
department tenure.
Six-hundred (55.5%) had 1-5 total years in their current position, 280 (25.9%) had
6-10 total years in their current position, 117 (10.8%) had 11-15 total years in their
current position, 53 (4.9%) had 16-20 total years in their current position, 21 (1.9%) had
21-5 total years in their current position, 5 (.5%) had 26-30 total years in their current
position, and 5 (.5%) had 3 1-35 total years in their current position.
Four-hundred-twenty (38.9%) had 1-5 years of appointed positions within their
current department, 258 (23.9%) had 6-10 years of appointed positions within their
current department, 155 (14.3%) had 11-15 years of appointed positions within their

current department, 97 (9%) had 16-20 years of appointed positions within their current
department, 68 (6.3%) had 21-25 years of appointed positions within their current
department, 47 (4.3%) had 26-30 years of appointed positions within their current
department, 22 (2%) had 31-35 years of appointed positions within their current
department, 11 (1%) had 36-40 years of appointed positions within their current
department, 3 (.3%) had 41-45 years of appointed positions within their current
department.
Ninety-one (8.4%) had less than ten sworn officers on their department, 303
(28%) had 11-25 sworn officers on their department, 272 (25.2%) had 26-50 sworn
officers on their department, 185 (17.1%) had 5 1- 100 sworn officers on their department,
109 (10.1%) had 101-200 sworn officers on their department, 54 (5%) had 201-500
sworn officers on their department, 12 (1.1%) 50 1-700 sworn officers on their
department, 12 (1.1 %) had 701-900 sworn officers on their department, 1 had 90 1- 1,000
sworn officers on their department, 28 (2.6%) had 1,000-3,000 sworn officers on their
department, 3 (.3%) had 3,001-5,000 sworn officers on their department, and 11 (1%) had
5,001 plus sworn officers on their department.

Table 4-16
Chiefs' Personal and Work ProJile Characteristics
Personal Characteristic Variables
Gender
Male
Female
Age Range
21-31
32-42
43-53
54-64
65-74
75 and older

Frequency

Valid Percent

Table 4-16 Continued
Personal Characteristic Variables
Marital Status
Single
Married
DivorcedISeparated
WidowIWidower

Frequency

Valid Percent

41
95 1
83
6

3.8
88
7.7
.6

513
373
170
22
3

47.5
64.5
15.7
2
.3

Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian or AlaskaNative
Asian
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino
Non-Hispanic or Latino
Highest Educational Level
Professional (Graduate)
Undergraduate
One-Three Years of College or Business School
High School Graduate
General Education Degree
Total Years in Policing
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46+
Total Years on Current Department
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
4 1-45

Table 4-16 Continued
Personal Characteristic Variables
Total Years in Current Position
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46+

Frequency

600
280
117
53

21
5
5

Valid Percent

55.5
25.9
10.8
4.9
1.9
.5
.5

Total Years in Appointed Positions on your Department
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
Size of your Department
1-10 Sworn
11-25 Sworn
26-50 Sworn
51-100 Sworn
101-200 Sworn
201-500 Sworn
501-700 Sworn
701-900 Sworn
901-1,000 Sworn
1,001-3,000 Sworn
3,001-5,000 Sworn
5,001+ Sworn

Personal Characteristics' Descriptive Analysis
Non-Chiefs 'personal characteristics and work profile characteristics. The
frequency distribution and means of non-chiefs' gender, age range, marital status, race,
ethnicity, educational level, current appointed rank, total year range in policing, total year
range on their department, total year range in their current position, total year range in
appointed positions within their current department, and size range of their current
department, are shown in Table 4-10. Of the non-chiefs who participated in the study,

991 (88.3%) were male and 131 (1 1.7%) were female. Six (-5%) were 21-31, 192
(17.1%) were 32-42, 689 (61.4%) were 43-53,224 (20%) were 54-64, 10 (.9%) were 6574, and 1 (.I%) was 75 or older. Seventy-five (6.7%) were single, 950 (84.7) were

,

married, 93 (8.3%) were divorcedlseparated, 4 (.4%) were a widow or widower. One-

1

thousand-fifty-three (93.9%) were white, 53 (4.7%) were Black or African American, 8
(.7%) were American Indian or Alaska Native, 6 (.5%) were Asian, and 2 (.2%) were
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. Fifty-eight (5.2%) were Hispanic or Latino, (94.8%) were
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino. Four-hundred, eighty (42.8%) were Professional
Graduates, 423 (37.7%) were undergraduates, 201 (17.9%) had one-three years of college
or business school, 17 (1.5%) were high school graduates, and 1 (.I%) had a General
I

Education Degree.
Twelve (1.1%) were Sergeants or their equivalent, (16.6%) were Lieutenants or
their equivalent, 238 (21.2%) were Captains or their equivalent, 76 (6.8%) were
Commanders or their equivalent, 49 (4.4%) were Bureau/Section/UnitCommanders or
their equivalent, 22 (2%) were Senior Bureau Commanders or their equivalent, 85 (7.6%)
were Majors or their equivalent, and 406 (95.7%) were Assistant Chiefs or their
equivalent.
Four (.4%) had 1-5 total years ofpolicing, 10 (.9%) had 6-10 total years of
policing, 76 (6.8%) had 11-15 total years of policing, 189 (16.8%) had 16-20 total years
of policing, 321 (28.6%) had 21-25 total years of policing, 291 (25.9) had 26-30 total
years of policing, 187 (16.7) had 31-35 total years of policing, 41 (3.7%) had 36-40 total
years of policing, 2 (.2%) had 41-45 total years of policing, and 1 (.I%) had had 46 plus
total years of policing.

Ninety-three (8.3%) had 1-5 years on their current department, 50 (4.5%) had 610 years on their current department, 98 (8.7%) had 11-15years on their current
department, 218 (19.4%) had 16-20 years on their current department, 305 (27.2%) had
2 1-25 years on their current department, 236 (2 1%) had 26-3 0 years on their current
I

department, 104 (9.3%) had 31-35 years on their current department, and 18 (1.6%) had
36-40 years on their current department.
Seven-hundred-fifty-three (67.1%) had 1-5 total years at their current appointed
position, 281 (25%) had 6-10 total years at their current appointed position, 60 (5.3%)
had 11-15 total years at their current appointed position, 17 (1.5%) had 16-20 total years
at their current appointed position, 5 (.4%) had 21-25 total years at their current
appointed position, 2 (.2%) had had 26-30 total years at their current appointed position,
and 4 (.4%) had 3 1-35 total years at their current appointed position.
Seven (.6%) had less than 10 sworn officers on their department, 75 (6.7%) had
11-25 sworn officers on their department, 151 (13.5%) had 26-50 sworn officers on their
department, 197 (17.6%) had 5 1-100 sworn officers on their department, 172 (15.3) had
101-200 sworn officers on their department, 162 (14.4%) had 201-500 sworn officers on
their department, 51 (4.5%) had 501-700 sworn officers on their department, 42 (3.7%)
had 701-900 sworn officers on their department, 15 (1.3%) had 901-1,000 sworn officers
on their department, 149 (13.3) had 1,001- 3,000 sworn officers on their department, 40
(3.6) had 3,001-5,000 sworn officers on their department, and 61 (5.4%) had 5,001 plus
sworn officers on their department.

Table 4-17
I

Non-Chiefs ' Personal and Work ProJile Characteristics
Personal Characteristic Variables

I

Frequency

\'alid Percent

Gender
Male
Female
Age Range
21-31
32-42
43-53
54-64
65-74
75 and older
Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorcedseparated
WidowIWidower
Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino
Non-Hispanic or Latino
Highest Educational Level
Professional (Graduate)
Undergraduate
One-Three Years of College or Business School
High School Graduate
General Education Degree
Appointed Position on Department
Sergeant or Equivalent
Lieutenant or equivalent
Captain or equivalent
Commander or equivalent
Bureau/Section/Unit Commander or equivalent
Senior Bureau Commander or equivalent
Major or equivalent
Assistant Chief or equivalent

480
423
20 1
17
1

42.8
37.7
17.9
1.5
.1

Table 4-17 Continued
Personal Characteristic Variables
Total Years in Policing

Total Years on Current Department

I

1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46+

Total Years in Current Position
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46+

Total Years in Appointed Positions on your Department
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40

Frequency

Valid Percent

Table 4- 17 Continued
Personal Characteristic Variables
Size of your Department
1-10 Sworn
11-25 Sworn
26-50 Sworn
51-100 Sworn
101-200 Sworn
201-500 Sworn
501-700 Sworn
701-900 Sworn
901-1,000 Sworn
1,001-3,000 Sworn
3,001-5,000 Sworn
5,001+ Sworn

Frequency
7
75
151
197
172
162
51
42
15
149
40
61

Valid Percent
.6
6.7
13.5
17.6
15.3
14.4
4.5
3.7
1.3
13.3
3.6
5.4

Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire Descriptive
Analysis
Chief's Responses. Chief responses to the multidimensional Four-Factor Intra-

Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire are shown on Table 4-1 1. Score range
is l=very unimportant, 2=moderately unimportant, 3=slightly unimportant, 4=neither
unimportant nor important, S=slightly important, 6=rnoderately important, and 7=very
important. Factor 1, Exceptional and Reliable Performance had the highest mean score
(6.07) and Demographics had the lowest score (2.21). The score range for the entire 20
item, Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire scale was 1-7.
The total mean score for the four-factor scale was 15.2.

Table 4-18

Chiefs Mean Scores for the Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire
Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire

n

Mean Score

Reliable and Exceptional Performance Items (Range 1-7)
Luck and Favoritism (Range 1-7)
Demographics (Range 1-7)
Time (Range 1-7)
Four Factor Total (Range 7-42)

Non-Chiefs Responses. Non-Chief responses to the multidimensional Four-

Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire are shown on Table 4-12.
Score range is l=very unimportant, 2=rnoderately unimportant, 3=slightly unimportant,
4=neither unimportant nor important, 5=slightly important, 6=moderately important, and
7=very important. Factor 1, Exceptional and Reliable Performance had the highest mean
score (5.9) and Demographics had the lowest score (2.45). The score range for the entire
20 item, Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire scale was
1-7. The total mean score for the four-factor scale was 15.7.
Table 4-19

Non-Chiefs Mean Scores for the Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire
Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Reliable and Exceptional Performance Items (Range 1-7)
Luck and Favoritism (Range 1-7)

n

Mean Score

Table 4-19 Continued

Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire

n

Mean Score

Demographics (Range 1-7)

Time (Range 1-7)
Four Factor Total (Range 7-42)

Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale Descriptive Analysis.
Chiefs' Responses. Chief responses to the unidimensional Perceptions of

Organizational Politics Scale are shown on Table 4-12. Eight-hundred-fifteen (67.4%)
police chiefs responded to this portion of the survey; 266 (32.6%) did not. For police
chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal factor used in
promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. Score range is
l=disagree strongly, 2=disagree, 3=neither disagree nor agree, 4=agree, 5=agree strongly.

Politics 1 had the highest mean score (2.12) and Politics 6 had the lowest score (1.44).
The range for the 7-item, Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale was 7-35. The
total mean score for the scale was 12.3.

Table 4-20

Chief's Mean Scores for the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale
Chiefs' Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale

n

Mean Score

Politics 3- Agree with powerful others in the workplace as the best alternative

815

2.12

Politics 4- Do not rock the boat

815

1.85

Politics 5- Remains quiet than to fight the system

815

1.72

Politics 6- Tells others what they want to hear

815

1.44

Politics 7- It is safer to think what you are told than to make up your own mind

815

1.51

Politics 1 Reverse Coded)- Speak out frankly even when they are critical or well
established ideas

815

1.96

Politics 2 (Reverse Coded)- Good ideas are desired even if it means disagreeing with
superiors

815

1.71

7 Items Range from 7 to 35

Non-Chiefs' Responses to the Percepfions of Organizational Polifics Scale.
Non-Chief responses to the unidimensional Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale
are shown on Table 4-13. Nine-hundred-nineteen (78%) non-police chiefs responded to
this portion of the survey; 203 (22%) did not. For non-police chiefs, higher scores are
associated with greater importance of the personal factor used in promotion decisions of
subordinates to command level positions. Score range is l=disagree strongly,
2=disagree, 3=neither disagree nor agree, 4=agree, 5=agree strongly. Politics 3 had the
highest mean score (2.44) and Politics 7 had the lowest score (1.89). The range for the 7item, Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale was 7-35. The total mean score for
the scale was 14.5.

Table 4-21

Non-Chiefs Mean Scores for the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale
Chiefs' Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale

n

Mean Score

Politics 3
Politics 4
Politics 5
Politics 6
Politics 7
Politics 1 Reverse Coded)
Politics 2 (Reverse Coded)

Dispositions to Trust Scale Descriptive Analysis.
Chiefs' Responses. Chief responses to the unidimensional Dispositions to Trust

Scale are shown on Table 4-13. Eight-hundred-twelve (66.9%) police chiefs responded to
this portion of the survey; 269 (33.1%) did not. For police chiefs, higher scores are
associated with greater importance of the personal factor used in promotion decisions of
subordinates to command level positions. Score range is l=disagree strongly,
2=disagree, 3=neither disagree nor agree, 4=agree, 5=agree strongly. Trust 2 had the
highest mean score (4.80) and Trust 4 had the lowest score (4.39). The range for the 4item, Dispositions to Trust Scale was 4-20. The total mean score for the scale was 18.3.

Table 4-22

Chief's Mean Scores for the Dispositions to Trust Scale
Chiefs' Dispositions to Trust Scale

n

Mean Score

4 Items Range from 4 to 20
Trust 1- Tells the truth about the limits of their knowledge
Trust 2- Can be counted on to do what they say they will do
Trust 3- Honest in describing their experience and abilities
Trust 4- Answers personal questions honestly

Non-Chiefs' Responses. Non-Chief responses to the unidimensional Dispositions

to Trust Scale are shown on Table 4-14. Nine-hundred-fifteen (77.4%) non-police chiefs
responded to this portion of the survey; 207 (22.6%) did not. For non-police chiefs,
higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal factor used in
promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. Score range is
l=disagree strongly, 2=disagree, 3=neither disagree nor agree, 4=agree, 5=agree strongly.
Trust 2 had the highest mean score (4.62) and Trust 1 had the lowest score (4.17). The
range for the 4-item, Dispositions to Trust Scale was 4-20. The total mean score for the
scale was 17.5.
Table 4-23

Non-Chief's Mean Scores for the Dispositions to Trust Scale
Non-Chiefs' Dispositions to Trust Scale

4 Items Range from 4 to 20
Trust 1- Tells the truth about the limits of their knowledge
Trust 2- Can be counted on to do what they say they will do
Trust 3- Honest in describing their experience and abilities
Trust 4- Answers personal questions honestly

n

Mean Score

Ten Item Personalio Inventory Scale Descriptive Analysis.
Chiefs' Responses. Chief responses to the unidimensional Ten Item Personality

Inventory Scale are shown on Table 4-15. One thousand-twenty-two (94.2%) police
chiefs responded to this portion of the survey; 59 (5.8%) did not. For police chiefs,
higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal factor used in
promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. Score range is
l=disagree strongly, 2=disagree, 3=neither disagree nor agree, 4=agree, 5=agree strongly.
Of the Big-Five Personality dimensions, Conscientiousness had the highest mean score
(4.56) and Extroversion had the lowest score (3.63). The range for the 5-dimension, Ten

Item Personality Inventory Scale was 5-25. The total mean score for the scale was 20.5.
Table 4-24

Chief's Mean Scores for the Big-Five Personality Dimensions of the Ten Item Personality
Inventory Scale
Chiefs' Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale

n

Mean Score

Extroversion - Sum of Personality 1 and reverse score of Personality 6

1022

3.63

Agreeableness- Sum of the reverse score of Personality 2 and Personality 7

1022

3.8

Conscientiousness- Sum of Personality 3 and the reverse score of Personality 8

1022

5.56

Emotional Stability- Sum of the reverse score of Personality 4 and Personality 9

1022

4.36

Openness - Sum of Personality 5 and the reverse score of Personality 10

1022

4.11

5 Dimensions Range from 5 to 25

Non-Chiefs' Responses. Non-Chief responses to the unidimensional Ten Item

Personality Inventory Scale are shown on Table 4-1 6. Eight-hundred-ninety-five (75%)
non-police chiefs responded to this portion of the survey; 227 (25%) did not. For nonpolice chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal factor

used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. Score range is
l=disagree strongly, 2=disagree, 3=neither disagree nor agree, 4=agree, 5=agree strongly.
Of the Big-Five Personality dimensions, Conscientiousness had the highest mean score
(4.44) and Extroversion had the lowest score (3.58). The range for the 5-dimension, Ten
Item Personality Inventory Scale was 5-25. The total mean score for the scale was 15.8.
Table 4-25
Non-Chiefs Mean Scores for the Big-Five Personality Dimensions of the Ten Item
Personality Inventory Scale
n

Mean Score

Extroversion - Sum of Personality 1 and reverse score of Personality 6

895

3.58

Agreeableness- Sum of the reverse score of Personality 2 and Personality 7

895

3.67

Conscientiousness- Sum of Personality 3 and the reverse score of Personality 8

895

4.44

Emotional Stability - Sum of the reverse score of Personality 4 and Personality 9

895

4.19

Openness - Sum of Personality 5 and the reverse score of Personality 10

895

3.98

Non-Chiefs' Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale
5 Dimensions Range from 5 to 25

Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale Descriptive Analysis.
Chiefs' Responses. Chief responses to the unidimensional Physical
Attractiveness Appraisal Scale are shown on Table 4-17. Nine-hundred-eighty-seven
(91.1%) police chiefs responded to this portion of the survey; 94 (9.5%) did not. For
police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal factor
used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. Because the
two items are strongly correlated, the two ratings were averaged to obtain one score.
Score range for item one is l=Not very good looking, 2=Not good looking, 3=Neither not
good looking nor good looking, 4=Good looking, 5=Very good looking. Score range of

item 2 is l=Not very attractive, 2=Not attractive, 3=Neither not attractive nor attractive,
4=Attractive, 5=Very attractive. The total mean score was 3.09. The range for the 5dimension, Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale was 1-5.
Table 4-26

Chiefs Mean Score for the independent and combined Physical Attractiveness Appraisal
Scale
Chiefs' Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale

n

Mean Score

Not very good looking to very good looking

990

3.09

Not very attractive to very attractive

987

3.09

Combined average of both items

985

3.09

2 Items (Averaged) Range from 1 to 5

Non-Chiefs 'Responses. Non-Chief responses to the unidimensional Physical
Attractiveness Appraisal Scale are shown on Table 4-1 8. Eight-hundred-seventy-six
(72%) non-police chiefs responded to this portion of the survey; 246 (28%) did not. For
police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the personal factor
used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. Because the
two items are strongly correlated, the two ratings were averaged to obtain one score.
Score range for item one is l=Not very good looking, 2=Not good looking, 3=Neither not
good looking nor good looking, 4=Good looking, 5=Very good looking. Score range of
item 2 is l=Not very attractive, 2=Not attractive, 3=Neither not attractive nor attractive,
4=Attractive, 5=Very attractive. The total mean score was 3.195. The range for the 5dimension, Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale was 2-1 0.

Table 4-27
Non-Chiefs Mean Score for the independent and combined Physical Attractiveness
Appraisal Scale
Non-Chiefs' Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale

n

Mean Score

2 Items (Averaged) Range from 1 to 5
Not very good looking to very good looking
Not very attractive to very attractive
Combined average of both items

Chiefs 3 7-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale Descriptive Analysis

The Chiefs 37-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale, resulting
from exploratory factor analysis is presented in Table 4-19. The lowest average item
scores were in the Demographics subscale. The overall average score for the 2-Item
Demographics subscale was 2.21. The highest average item scores were the 11-Item
Reliable & Exceptional subscale. Average scores ranged from 5.03 (Exceptional 5) to
6.56 (Reliable 1). The overall average score for the 11-Item Reliable & Exceptional
subscale was 60.79. Overall average scores for the remaining subscales were: Luck and
Favoritism 13.57 and Time 12.63.

Table 4-28
Chiefs Mean Scale and Subscale and Average Item Scores for the 37-Item IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Scale
Item # and Outcomes Scale

n

Scale a n d
Subscale
Mean
Score

Average
Item Score

837

62.04

5.64

837

15.15

3.03

837

9.55

1.91

Resulting Subscales
Reliable & Exceptional 10 Items (Range 11-77)
Exceptional 4- showing good judgment
Reliable 6- people having the right skills
Reliable 1- doing a good job
Exceptional 2- leadership ability
Exceptional 1-having good ideas and initiative
Reliable 4- experience and ability
Reliable 2- good attendance
Exceptional 6- unusually good work
Exceptional 5- coming up with lots of ideas
Demo 3- educational level of employee
Luck & Favoritism 5 Items (Range 5-35)
LF4- which formal group the employee is in
LF2- how well one's supervisor likes the employee

LFS- informal friendships with coworkers
LF3- having friends or relatives higher up

LFI- getting the right breaks

Demographic 2 Items (Range 2-14)
Demo 2- sex of the employee
Demo 1- race of employee
Time 3 Items (Range 3-21)
Reliable 5- length of item since last promotion
Reliable 3- seniority
Exceptional 3- working long hours

Table 4-28 Continued
Item # and Outcomes Scale

I

Resulting Subscales
Perceptions of Organizational Politics (Range 7-35)
Politics 3- Agree with powerhl others in the workplace as the best
alternative
Politics 4- Do not rock the boat
Politics 5- Remains quiet than to fight the system
Politics 6- Tells others what they want to hear
Politics 7- It is safer to think what you are told than to make up your
own mind
Politics 1 Reverse Coded)- Speak out frankly even when they are
critical or well established ideas
Politics 2 (Reverse Coded)- Good ideas are desired even if it means
disagreeing with superiors
Dispositions to Trust (Range 4-20)
Trust 1- Tells the truth about the limits of their knowledge
Trust 2- Can be counted on to do what they say they will do
Trust 3- Honest in describing their experience and abilities
Trust 4- Answers personal questions honestly
Personality Traits (Range 5-25)
Extroversion - Sum of Personality 1 and reverse score of Personality 6
Agreeableness - Sum of the reverse score of Personality 2 and
Personality 7
Conscientiousness - Sum of Personality 3 and the reverse score of
Personality 8
Emotional Stability - Sum of the reverse score of Personality 4 and
Personality 9
Openness - Sum of Personality 5 and the reverse score of Personality
10
Physical Attractiveness (Range 1-5)
Not very good looking to very good looking
Not very attractive to very attractive
Combined average of both items

n

Scale and
Subscale
Mean
Score

Average
Item Score

Non-Chief's 37-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale Descriptive
Analysis
The Non-Chief s 37-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale, resulting
from exploratory factor analysis is presented in Table 4-20. The lowest average item
scores were in the Demographics subscale. The overall average score for the 2-Item

Demographics subscale was 2.45. The highest average item scores were the 11-Item
Reliable &Exceptional subscale. Average scores ranged from 4.63 (Exceptional 3) to
6.56 (Reliable 1). The overall average score for the 11-Item Reliable &Exceptional
subscale was 63.71. Overall average scores for the remaining subscales were: Luck and

Favoritism 15.74 and Time 8.02.
Table 4-29

Non-Chief's Mean Scale and Subscale andAverage Item Scores for the 37-Item IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Scale
Item # and Outcomes Scale

Resulting Subscales
Reliable &Exceptional 11 Items (Range 11-77)
Reliable 6- people having the right skills
Exceptional 4- showing good judgment
Reliable 1- doing a good job
Exceptional 1-having good ideas and initiative
Exceptional 2- leadership ability
Reliable 4- experience and ability
Exceptional 6- unusually good work
Reliable 2- good attendance
Exceptional 5- coming up with lots of ideas
Demo 3- educational level of employee
Exceptional 3- working long hours

n

Scale and
Subscale
Mean
Score

Average
Item Score

Table 4-29 Continued
Item # a n d Outcomes Scale

Resulting Subscales
Luck & Favoritism 5 Items (Range 5-35)
LF4- which formal group the employee is in
LF5- informal friendships with coworkers
LF2- how well one's supervisor likes the employee
LF3- having friends or relatives higher up

LF1- getting the right breaks

Demographic 2 Items (Range 2-14)
Demo 2- sex of the employee
Demo 1- race of employee
Time 3 Items (Range 3-21)
Reliable 5- length of item since last promotion
Reliable 3- seniority
Perceptions of Organizational Politics (Range 7-35)
Politics 3- Agree with powerful others in the workplace as the best
alternative
Politics 4- Do not rock the boat
Politics 5- Remains quiet than to fight the system
Politics 6- Tells others what they want to hear
Politics 7- It is safer to think what you are told than to make up your
own mind
Politics 1 Reverse Coded)- Speak out frankly even when they are
critical or well established ideas
Politics 2 (Reverse Coded)- Good ideas are desired even if it means
disagreeing with superiors
Dispositions to Trust (Range 4-20)
Trust 1- Tells the truth about the limits of their knowledge
Trust 2- Can be counted on to do what they say they will do
Trust 3- Honest in describing their experience and abilities
Trust 4- Answers personal questions honestly

n

Scale and
Subscale
Mean
Score

Average
Item Score

Table 4-29 Continued
Item # and Outcomes Scale

n

Scale and
Subscale
Mean
Score

Average
Item Score

Extroversion - Sum of Personality 1 and reverse score of Personality 6

895

17.90

3.58

I

Agreeableness - Sum of the reverse score of Personality 2 and
Personality 7

895

18.35

3.67

I

Conscientiousness - Sum of Personality 3 and the reverse score of
Personality 8

895

22.20

4.44

Emotional Stability - Sum of the reverse score of Personality 4 and
Personality 9

895

20.95

4.19

Openness - Sum of Personality 5 and the reverse score of Personality

895

19.90

3.98

Not very good looking to very good looking

882

3.20

3.20

Not very attractive to very attractive

876

3.19

3.19

Combined average of both items

879

3.195

3.195

Resulting Subscales
Personality Traits (Range 5-25)

10

Physical Attractiveness (Range 1-5)

Research Question 2
What are the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives:
and the importance of performance based criteria (reliable performance) used in
promotion decisions by police chiefs (intra-organizational mobility channels) and
perceptions of use by subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion?
t

Reliable Performance Factor of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels

I

Questionnaire Descriptive Analysis
Chief's Responses. Chief responses to the Original Reliable Performance Items

f

of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire are shown on Table 4-21.
Score range is l=very unimportant, 2=moderately unimportant, 3=slightly unimportant,
4=neither unimportant nor important, 5=slightly important, 6=moderately important, and
7=very important. Reliable 1,doing a goodjob, had the highest mean score (6.56) and
Reliable 5, length of time since lastpromotion, had the lowest mean score (3.62). The
range for the entire 6-Item, Original Reliable Performance Subscale of the IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire scale was 6-42. The total mean score
for the Reliable Performance factor was 33.59.

Table 4-30
Chiefs Mean Scores for the Original Reliable Performance Items of the Four-Factor
Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Original Reliable Performance Items of the Four-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Reliable 1- Doing a good job
Reliable 2- Good Attendance
Reliable 3- Seniority

n

Mean Score

Table 4-30 Continued

n

Mean Score

Reliable 4- Experience and ability

837

6.34

Reliable 5- Length of time since last promotion

837

3.62

Reliable 6- People having the right skills

837

6.44

Original Reliable Performance Items of the Four-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Questionnaire

Non-Chief s Responses. Non-Chief responses to the Original Reliable

Performance Items of the Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire are shown on Table 4-22. Score range is l-very unimportant,
2=moderately unimportant, 3=slightly unimportant, 4=neither unimportant nor important,
5=slightly important, 6=moderately important, and 7=very important. Reliable 1, doing a

goodjob, had the highest mean score (6.44) and Reliable 5, length of time since last
promotion, had the lowest mean score (3.66). The range for the entire 6-Item, Original
Reliable Performance Subscale of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire scale was 6-42. The total mean score for the Reliable Performance factor
was 32.84.

Table 4-31
t

Non-Chiefs Mean Scores for the Original Reliable Performance Items of the FourFactor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Original Reliable Performance Items of the Four-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Questionnaire

n

Mean Score

Reliable 1- Doing a good job

956

6.44

Reliable 2- Good Attendance

956

5.81

Reliable 3- Seniority

956

4.36

Table 4-31 Continued

Original Reliable Performance Items of the Four-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Reliable 4- Experience and ability
Reliable 5- Length of time since last promotion
Reliable 6- People having the right skills

n

Mean Score

Research Question 3
What are the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives,
and the importance of performance based criteria (exceptional performance) used in
promotion decisions by police chiefs (intra-organizational mobility channels) and
perceptions of use by subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion?

Exceptional Performance Factor of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire Descriptive Analysis
Chief's Responses. Chief responses to the Original Exceptional Performance

Items of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire are shown on Table
4-23. Score range is I-very unimportant, 2=moderately unimportant, 3=slightly
unimportant, 4=neither unimportant nor important, 5=slightly important, 6=moderately
important, and 7=very important. Exceptional 2, leadership ability, had the highest mean
score (6.54) and Exceptional 3, working long hours, had the lowest mean score (4.63).
The range for the entire 6-Item, Exceptional Performance Factor of the Intra-

Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire Subscale was 6-42. The total mean
score for the Exceptional Performance factor was 34.69.

Table 4-32
Chiefs Mean Scores for the Original Exceptional Performance Items of the Four-Factor
Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Original Exceptional Performance Items of the Four-Factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Exceptional 1- Having good ideas and initiative
Exceptional 2- Leadership ability
Exceptional 3- Working long hours

n

Mean Score

Table 4-32 Continued

Original Exceptional Performance Items of the Four-Factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire

n

Mean Score

Exceptional 4- Showing good judgment
Exceptional 5- Coming up with lots of ideas
Exceptional 6- Unusually good work

Non-Chief s Responses. Non-Chief responses to the Original Exceptional Performance

Items of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire are shown on Table
4-24. Score range is l=very unimportant, 2=moderately unimportant, 3=slightly
unimportant, 4=neither unimportant nor important, S=slightly important, 6=moderately
important, and 7=very important. Exceptional 4, showing goodjudgment, had the highest
mean score (6.34) and Exceptional 3, working long hours, had the lowest mean score
(4.66). The range for the entire 6-Item, Exceptional Performance Subscale of the Intra-

Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire scale was 6-42. The total mean score
for the Exceptional Performance factor was 33.98.
Table 4-33

Non-Chiefs Mean Scores for the Original Exceptional Performance Items of the FourFactor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Original Exceptional Performance Items of the Four-Factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Exceptional 1- Having good ideas and initiative
Exceptional 2- Leadership ability
Exceptional 3- Working long hours
Exceptional 4- Showing good judgment

n

Mean Score

Table 4-33

Original Exceptional Performance Items of the Four-Factor IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
Exceptional 5- Coming up with lots of ideas
Exceptional 6- Unusually good work

n

Mean Score

Research Hypotheses
Research Hypotheses 1

There are significant differences in performance and non-performance based criteria used
by police chiefs in promotional decisions (intra-organizational mobility) and performance
and non-performance based criteria that subordinate police executivesperceive were used
in their most recent promotion (individual mobility channels), where hypothesized
differences are as follows:
HI,:

Subordinate police executives rate reliable performance criteria significantly

more important than police chiefs in promotion decisions.

To test Hypothesis 1, of differences in performance and non-performance based
criteria used by police chiefs in promotional decisions (intra-organizational mobility) and
performance and non-performance based criteria that subordinate police executives
perceive were used in their most recent promotion (individual mobility channels),
independent t-tests were used to compare group differences in rating the importance of
reliable HI,; exceptional performance Hlb;demographic HI,; luck and favoritism Hid;
office politics HI,; physical characteristics Hlf;personality HI,; and tmst Hlh.
There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on three of the
six Reliable Performance variables: Reliable I - Doing a good job (t= 2.03, p=.042),
Reliable 2

-

Good attendance (F6.69, p=.000), Reliable 6 - People having the right

skills (t=2.72,~=.007). The mean for chiefs were 6.56, 6.25, 6.34, and 6.44 respectively.
The mean for non-chiefs were 6.44,5.81, and 6.28 respectively.
There were no significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on the
Reliable 3- Seniority variable (t=.214, p=.830), Reliable 4 - Experience and ability
(E.748, p=.454), and Reliable 5 - Length of time since last promotion (t=-.48 1, p=.63 1).
The mean difference between the chiefs (33.5890) and subordinate police executives

(32.8337) do not support Hypothesis la. The results of the t-test comparisons of scores
for the Reliable items are displayed in Table 4-25.
Table 4-34

Comparison Differences in Reliable Performance Based Criteria Used in Promotional
Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Variable and Group

Chiefs = 1

N=

Mean

Diff

t-value

p-value

1

837

33.589

,75533

2.663

,002

2

956

32.833

Non-Chiefs = 2
Reliable Performance
Reliable 1

Reliable 2

Reliable 3

Reliable 4

Reliable 5

Reliable 6

Reliable Total

Hlb:

2.678

Subordinate police executives rate exceptionalperformance criteria
significantly more important than police chiefs in promotion decisions.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on three of the
six Exceptional Performance variables: Exceptional I - Having good ideas and initiative
(F 3.01, p=.003), Exceptional

2 -Leadership ability (t=3.51,p=.000), and Exceptional 4

- Showing goodjudgment ( t 4 . 0 3 ,p=.002).

The mean for chiefs were 6.32, 6.54, and

6.53 respectively. The mean for non-chiefs were 6.14,6.32, and 5.53, respectively.
There were no significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on the

Exceptional 3 - Working long hours variable (t=-.391, p=.696) and Exceptional 5 Coming up with lots of ideas (t=.590, p=.555), and Exceptional 6 - Unusually good work
(t=1.90, p=.057). The mean difference between the chiefs (34.7013) and subordinate
police executives (33.9864) support Hypothesis lb. The results of the t-test comparisons
of scores for the Exceptional items are displayed in Table 4-26.
Table 4-35

Comparison Differences in Exceptional Performance Based Criteria Used in
Promotional Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Variable and Group

Chiefs = 1
Non-Chiefs = 2

Exceptional Performance
Exceptional 1

Exceptional 2

Exceptional 3

Exceptional 4

Exceptional 5

Exceptional 6

Exceptional Total

N=

Mean

Diff

t-value

p-value

HI,:

Police chiefs rate demographic criteria significantly more important than
subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all three

Demographic Non-Performance variables: Demographic I -Race of employee (t= -3.05,
p=.002), Demographic 2

-

Sex of employee (t=-3.03, p=.002), and Demographic 3

-

Educational level of employee (F3.45, p=.001). The mean for chiefs were 2.19, 2.24,
and 5.14 respectively. The mean for non-chiefs were 2.43, 2.48, and 4.91 respectively.
The mean difference between the chiefs (9.5747) and subordinate police executives

(9.8264) do not support Hypothesis lc. The results of the t-test comparisons of scores for
the Demographic items are displayed in Table 4-27.
Table 4-36

Comparison Differences in Demographic Non-Performance Based Criteria Used in
Promotional Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Variable and Group

Chiefs = 1
Non-Chiefs = 2

Demographic
Demographic 1

Demographic 2

Demographic 3

Demographic Total

1

2

N=

Mean

Diff

t-value

p-value

Hla:

Police chiefs' rate luck andfavoritism based criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on four of the
five Luck & Favoritism variables: Luck & Favoritism I

-

Getting the right breaks (t=-

6.43, p=.000), Luck & Favoritism 2 - How well one S supervisor likes the employee (t=4.64, p=.000), Luck & Favoritism 3 - Having friends or relatives higher up (t=-7.93,
p=.000), Luck & Favoritism 4 - Which formal group the employee is in (t=-6.86,
p=.000). The mean for chiefs were 2.78,3.41, 1.91, and 2.44 respectively. The mean for
non-chiefs were 3.30,3.78,2.52, and 2.98 respectively.
There were no significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on the Luck
& Favoritism 5 - Informal friendships with coworkers (t=-1.67, p=.094). The mean

difference between the chiefs (13.5568) and subordinate police executives (15.7448) do
not support Hypothesis Id. Results of the t-test comparisons of scores for the Luck &

Favoritism items are displayed in Table 4-28.
Table 4-37

Comparison Differences in Luck & Favoritism Non-Performance Based Criteria Used in
Promotional Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Variable and Group

N=

Mean

Diff

t-value

p-value

1

837

2.78

-.521

-6.43

.OOO

2

956

3.30

1

837

3.41

-.375

-4.64

,000

2

956

3.78

Chiefs = 1
Non-Chiefs = 2

Luck & Favoritism

Luck & Favoritism 1

Luck &Favoritism 2

Table 4-37 Continued

Variable and Group

Chiefs = 1

N=

Mean

Diff

t-value

p-value

Non-Chiefs = 2
--

Luck & Favoritism 3

1
2

Luck &Favoritism 4

1

2

Luck & Favoritism 5

1

2

Luck & Favoritism

1

Total

2

HI,:

Police chiefs' rate officepolitics based criteria significantly more important
than subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all seven

Ofice Politics' variables: OfJice Politics 1

-

Speak out frankly even when they are

critical of well established ideas (F-5.43, p=.000), Ofice Politics 2
desired even

-

Good ideas are

if it means disagreeing with superiors ( ~ 1 6 . 5 8 ,p=.000), Talk up

organization as great place to work (t=-6.58, p=.000), Ofice Politics 3

-

Agree with

powerful others in the workplace as the best alternative (F-7.03,p=.000), Ofice Politics

4 -Do not rock the boat (F-7.45,~=.000),Ofice Politics 5 -Remains quiet than t o j g h t
the system (F-6.96, p=.000). OfJice Politics 6 - Tells others what they want to hear (t=10.75, p=.000), and Ofjce Politics 7 - It is safer to thin what you are told than to make
up your own mind (F-7.78, p=.000). The mean for chiefs were -1.96, 1.71, 2.12, 1.85,
1.72, 1.44, and 1.51 respectively. The mean for non-chiefs were 2.19, 1.96, 2.44, 2.1 8 ,
2.02, 1.89, and 1.85 respectively. The mean difference between the chiefs (12.3190) and
subordinate police executives (14.5354) do not support Hypothesis le. The results of the

t-test comparisons of scores for the Ofice Politics items are displayed in Table 4-29.
Table 4-38

Comparison Dzfferences in Ofice Politics' Non-Performance Based Criteria Used in
Promotional Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Variable and Group

Chiefs = 1

N=

Mean

Diff

t-value

p-value

Non-Chiefs = 2
Office Politics
Office Politics 1

Office Politics 2

Office

Office Politics 4

Office Politics 5

Office Politics 6

Office Politics 7

Office Politics Total

Hlf:

Police chiefs' rate physical atfractiveness based criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives.
There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on the combined

Physical Attractiveness variable: Physical Attractiveness

-

Good looking and

Attractiveness (t--5.45,~=.000).The mean for chiefs and non-chiefs were 3.09 and 3.19,
respectively. The mean difference between the chiefs (3.0902) and subordinate police

executives (3.1924) do not support Hypothesis If. The results of the t-test comparisons
of scores for the Physical Attractiveness items are displayed in Table 4-30.
Table 4-39

Comparison Differences in Physical Attractiveness Non-Performance Based Criteria
Used in Promotional Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Variable and Group

N=

Mean

Diff

t-value

p-value

1

987

3.09

-.lo2

-5.45

,000

2

876

3.19

1

987

-5.452

-.lo218

-5.452

,000

2

876

-5.323

Chiefs = 1
Non-Chiefs = 2

Physical Attractiveness
Physical Attractiveness

Physical Attractiveness
Total

HI,:

-5.323

Police chiefs' rate personality based criteria significantly more important
than subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all five

Personality variables: Personality 1 - Extroversion ( ~ 2 . 2 5p=.024),
,
Personality 2
Agreeableness (F4.35, p=.000), Personality 3

-

-

Conscientiousness (t=4.36, p=.000),

Personality 4 - Emotional Stability (F6.14, p=.000), and Personality 5

-

Openness

(F4.89,p=.000). The mean for chiefs were 3.63, 3.80,4.56,4.36, and 4.11 respectively.
The mean for non-chiefs were 3.58, 3.67, 4.44, 4.19, and 3.98 respectively. The mean
difference between the chiefs (20.4809) and subordinate police executives (19.8816)
support Hypothesis lg. The results of the t-test comparisons of scores for the Personality
items are displayed in Table 4-3 1.

Table 4-40

Comparison Differences in Personality Non-Performance Based Criteria Used in
Promotional Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Chiefs = 1

Variable and Group

Non-Chiefs

N=

Mean

Diff

p-value

t-value

=2

Personality
Extroversion

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness

1
2

Emotional Stability

1

2
Openness

Personality Total

Hlh:

1

Police chiefs' rate trust based criteria significantly more important than

subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all four Trust
variables: Trust 1 - Tells the truth about the limits of their howledge ( ~ 8 . 0 5p=.000),
,
Trust 2 - Can be counted on to do what they say they will do (t=6.07, p=.000), Trust 3 Honest in describing their experience and abilities (E6.8, p=.000), Trust 4

-

Answers

personal questions honestly (t=3.71,p=.000). The mean for chiefs were 4.46, 4.80,4.68,
and 4.39 respectively.

The mean for non-chiefs were 4.17, 4.62, 4.46, and 4.25

respectively. The mean difference between the chiefs (18.3288) and subordinate police

executives (17.5038) support Hypothesis lh. The results of the t-test comparisons of
scores for the Trust items are displayed in Table 4-32.
Table 4-41

Comparison Differences in Trust Non-Performance Based Criteria Used in Promotional
Decisions by Chiefs and Perceived Use by Non-Chiefs
Variable and Group

Chiefs = 1
Non-Chiefs = 2

Trust
Trust 1

Trust 2

Trust 3

Trust 4

Trust Total

N=

Mean

Diff

1-value

p-value

Research Hypotheses 2
Characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives and the importance of
non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) in promotion decisions are significant
explanatory variables of reliable performance criteria used in promotion decisions (both
groups).
Hz,:

Characteristics of police chiefs and importance of non-performance based

criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant explanatory
variables of reliable performance criteria used in promotion decisions.
In order to test Hypotheses 2, eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and
separate multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship
among the explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Reliable Performance
variable of performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the non-performance
based criteria including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical
characteristics, personality, and trust that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for
promotion (intra-organizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives'
perceive were used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Eta correlation analysis indicated that only one categorical variable, Race, was
significantly related to the Reliable Performance variable (p=.004). Results of the eta
correlation analysis are presented in Table 4-33.

Table 4-42

Chief's Eta Correlations of Reliable Performance Variable Outcomes
Categorical Variables
Reliable Performance
Age
Marital Status
Gender
Race
Ethnicity
Educational Level
Total Years in Policing
Total Years on Department
Total Years at Current Appointed Position
Total Years in Appointed Positions on Department
Size of Department (Sworn Positions)

Eta

Eta Squared

(n)

(n3

,036
,038
,014
.I36
,002
,042
,120
,059
,057
,067
,086

,001
,001
,000
,018
,000
,002
,014
,003
,003
,005
.007

F

P

,267
,402
,168
3.899
,003
,363
1.340
,360
,450
,473
,609

,899
,752
.682
,004
,953
,835
,212
.941
,845
,876
,807

All significant categorical variables were recorded as dummy variables prior to
running Pearson r correlations. For chiefs, Race was dummy coded with a 0 and 1 to
determine which race was associated Reliable Performance Outcomes. Race was divided
into five different variables. Each Race variable, such as "Asian," was coded as 1, so all
others would be represented as 0. If no significant eta correlations Q were found, the
variable was not dummy-coded or examined for Pearson r relationships.
Pearson r correlations of dummy coded Reliable variables was significant for
chiefs who are Hawaiian or Island Pacific (r =-.130,p=.000); however, due to the number
of respondents in this category, two (2) multiple regression analysis will not be
considered. The remaining significant Reliable Performance variables included Ofice

Politics (F-.074,p=.034) and Trust (r=.178,p=.000). The Pearson r correlation results
are displayed in Table 4-34.

Table 4-43

Chief's Pearson r Correlations of Dummy-Coded Variable (Race), Interval or Ratio
Level Reliable Performance Variables
Variables
Reliable Performance:
Race (dummy-coded)
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Oftice Politics
Demographic
Luck & Favoritism
Trust
Personality
Attractive

Pearson r

p-value

,054
-.034
,002
,020
-.I30
-.074
.009
-.055
,178
,013
-.039

.I21
.328
,943
,560
,000
,034
,802
,111
,000
,719
,279

Hypothesis Hz, testing was conducted for chiefs using the hierarchical stepwise
regression. Each variable was entered one at a time in the order of the strongest Pearson
r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity statistics, including the variance inflation factor

(VIF) and tolerance were closely examined. There were no problems concerning
multicollinearity, as no VIF greater than 10 and or tolerance less than .lo. Significant
models were examined as well, and the one with the highest explanatory power (R3 was
selected.
Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Trust total and OfJice
Politics total. The analysis excluded the OfJice Politics total. The Trust VIF was 1.000
and the tolerance was 1.000 as well. Testing for the significance of RZ,which is the
significance of the regression model as a whole, revealed only one model that had a
significant F value. The model explained the contribution of Trust Total on the Reliable
Performance outcomes. The t-statistic, which is the ratio of the regression coefficient to
its standard error (BISE), was significant for the Trust Total outcomes (t=5.135,p=.000).

The predictor variable explaining the Reliable Performance outcomes according
to the standardized Beta coefficients (P) was (P=. 178). According to the findings,
Hypotheses 2a was partially supported by only the Trust Total variable (F=26.367,
p=.000). Trust Total is a significant explanatory variable, explaining a range of .030% to
-032% of the variation of the Reliable Performance Outcomes. The explanatory model
found was: Reliable Performance = 23.714 (constant) + .537 (Trust) + E. The
hierarchical multiple regression results are presented in Table 4-35.
Table 4-44

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Trust on the Reliable Performance
Outcomes
Model

B

1 Constant
Trust

23.714
,537

SE
1.926
,105

fi

.I78

t
12.31 1
5.135

p-value

,000
,000

F
(P)

R2

26.367

,032

Adjusted

R2
.030

HZb: Characteristics of subordinate police executives and their perceptions of the
importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in their most
recent promotion decision are significant explanatory variables of reliable
performance criteria perceived to be used in their most recent promotion.

In order to test Hypotheses ~ b eta
, correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and
separate multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship
among the explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Reliable Performance
variable of performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the non-performance
based criteria including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical

characteristics, personality, and trust that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for
promotion (intra-organizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives'
perceived were used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Eta correlation analysis indicated that two categorical variables, Gender &
Educational Level, were significantly related to the Reliable Performance variable
(p=.049) and (p=.015) respectively. Results of the eta correlation analysis are presented
in Table 4-35.
Table 4-45
Non-ChiefS Eta Correlations of Reliable Performance Variable Outcomes

I Categorical Variables

Eta

I

Eta Squared

I

F

P

Reliable Performance
Age
Marital Status
Gender
Race
Ethnicity
Educational Level
Total Years in Policing
Total Years on Department
Total Years at Current Appointed Position
Total Years in Appointed Positions on Department
Size of Department (Sworn Positions)

All significant categorical variables were recorded as dummy variables prior to
running Pearson r correlations. For non-chiefs, Gender and Educational Level was
dummy coded to determine which of these variables were associated Reliable
Performance Outcomes. Gender was divided into two different variables, Male and
Female. Educational Level was divided into five variables, Professional, Four-Year
College Graduate, One to Three Years of College (also Business schools), High School
Graduate, General Education Degree, and each was dummy-coded as 1, so all others

would be represented as 0. If no significant eta correlations (h) were found, the variable
was not dummy-coded or examined for Pearson r relationships.
Pearson r correlations of dummy coded Reliable variables was significant for
non-chiefs who are Male (r =.064,p=.049), Female (r =-.064,p=.049), Professional (r =.096,p=.003), and One to Three Years of College (r =-.075,p=.021). The remaining
significant Reliable Performance variables included OfJice Politics (r=-.039,p=.000),
Trust (r=.360,p=.000), and Personality (r=.275,p=.000). The Pearson r correlation
results are displayed in Table 4-36.
Table 4-46
Non-Chiefs Pearson r Correlations of Dummy-Coded Variable (Gender, Educational
Level), Interval or Ratio Level Reliable Performance Variables
Variables
Reliable Performance:
Gender (dummy-coded)
Male
Female
Educational Level (dummy-coded):
Professional
Four-Year College Graduate
One to Three Years of College
High School Graduate
General Education Degree
Office politics
Demographic
Luck & Favoritism
Tmst
Personality
Attractive

Pearson r

p-value

,064
-.064

,049
,049

-.096
,026
,075
,051
-.010
-.074
,002
-.056
,360
,257
-.020

,003
,421
,021
.I18
,769
,034
,962
.OX3
,000
,000
,555

Hypothesis H2btesting was conducted for subordinate police executives (nonchiefs) using the hierarchical stepwise regression. Each variable was entered one at a
time in the order of the strongest Pearson r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity
statistics, including the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were closely
examined. There were no problems concerning multicollinearity, as no VIF greater than

10 and or tolerance less than .lo. Significant models were examined as well, and the one
with the highest explanatory power (R3 was selected.
Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Ofice Politics total,
Personality total, Trust total, Professional Educational Level, One to Three Years of
College, and Gender total variables. The VIF and tolerance for each variable that was
not excluded was: 1.538 and .650 for Ofice Politics Total, 1.429 and .700 for Personality
Total, 1.776 and .563 for Trust Total, and 1.007 and ,993 for Professional Education
Level Total. Testing for the significance of RZ,which is the significance of the regression
model as a whole, revealed four different models with significant F values. The analysis
excluded One to Three Years of College, and both Gender variables (Male Total and
Female Total) in all four models.
Model 4 was selected as the most significant model to explain the contribution of
Ofice Politics Total, Personality Total, Trust Total, and the Professional Educational
Level on the Reliable Performance outcomes. In Model 4, the t-statistic, which is the
ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard error (BISE), was significant for the
Professional Educational Level (t=-2.793, p=.005) and Ofice Politics (t=-3.107,p=.002)
outcomes. The order of importance of the predictor variables in explaining Reliable
Performance outcomes according to standardized Beta coefficients (P) were from least to
most important: was Personality Total (P=.084), Professional Educational Level (P=.087), Oflce Politics Total (P=-.119), and Trust Total (P=.229). According to the
findings, Hypothesis 2b was supported (F= 37.952,p= .000). Ofice Politics Total,
Personality Total, Trust Total, and Professional Educational Level are significant
explanatory variables, explaining a range of 14.2% to 14.6% of the variation of the

Reliable Performance Outcomes. The explanatory model found was: Reliable
Performance Total = 20.428 (constant) -.I34 (Office Politics) + ,269 (Personality) + .542
(Trust) -1.080 (Professional Educational Level) + E. The hierarchical multiple regression
results are presented in Table 4-38.
Table 4-47

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Ofice Politics, Personality, Trust, and the
Professional Educational Level on the Reliable Performance Outcomes
Model
1 Constant
Office Politics
2 Constant
Ofice Politics
Personality
3 Constant
Office Politics
Personality
Trust
4 Constant
Office Politics
Personality
Trust
Professional Ed

Hz,:

B

37.621
-.328
25.996
-.253
,530
20.109
-.142
.266
.543
20.428
-.I34
,269
,542
-1.080

SE
,555
,036
5.508
,039
,111
2.686
,043
,119
,098
2.678
,043
,119
.098
,387

I3

-.293
-.226
,165
-.I27
,083
,230
-.I19
,084
,229
-.087

1

67.806
-9.164
10.366
-6.503
4.751
7.487
-3.298
2.230
5.542
7.627
-3.107
2.258
5.556
-2.793

p-value
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
.OOO
,001
,026
,000
,000
,002
,024
,000
,005

F
(P)

R2

83.987

,086

.085

54.292

,109

,107

47.640

.I38

,135

37.952

,146

,142

Adjusted

RZ

The intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs has greater

explanatory power than the individual (selJ) mobility channels model for subordinate
police executives in explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics,
non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and the performance based criterion
of reliable performance in promotion decisions. (Compare adjusted R-square results
for H2a and H2b)For the exploratory (comparative) research design, in Hypothesis HZcthe size of
the adjusted R-square results for Hz, and H2t, are compared to determine if respondent

characteristics and non-performance based criteria used bypolice chiefs (Hz,) in
promotion decisions is larger in explaining reliable performance than the perceived used
by subordinates (H2b)in their most recent promotion (Adjusted R-square for Hz,> Rsquare for H2b).
For H2a (chiefs), the adjusted R~was 3.0%. For H2b (non-chiefs), the adjusted

R~ was 14.2%. Therefore, H2c is not supported. The individual (self3 mobility channels
model for subordinate police executives had greater explanatory power than the intraorganizational mobility channels model for police chiefs. Respondent characteristics and
non-performance-based criteria of non-chiefs better explained reliable performance.

Research Hypotheses 3
Characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives and the importance of
non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) in promotion decisions are significant
explanatory variables of the performance based criterion of exceptional performance used
in promotion decisions (organizational mobility channels, both groups).

H3a: Characteristics of police chiefs and importance of non-performance based
criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant explanatory
variables of the performance based criterion of exceptionalperformance used in
promotion decisions (intra organizafional mobility channels model).
In order to test Hypotheses 3 , eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and
separate multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship
among the explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Exceptional

Performance variable of performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the nonperformance based criteria including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical characteristics, personality, and trust that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for
promotion (intra-organizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives'
perceived were used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Eta correlation analysis indicated there were no categorical variables significantly
related to the Exceptional Performance variable. Results of the eta correlation analysis
are presented in Table 4-37.

Table 4-48

Chiefs Eta Correlations of Exceptional Performance Variable Outcomes

I Categorical Variables
Exceptional Performance
Age
Marital Status
Gender
Race
Ethnicity
Educational Level
Total Years in Policing
Total Years on Department
Total Years at Current Appointed Position
Total Years in Appointed Positions on Department
Size of D e p m e n t (Sworn Positions)

Eta

I

Eta Squared

I

P

F

,055
,041
,019
,085
,010
,041
,115
,081
,056
,073
,084

Since there was no significant eta correlations (q) found) multiple regression
analysis will not be considered. The remaining significant Exceptional Performance
variables included OBce Politics (r=-.1 55, p=.000) and Luck & Favoritism (F-.1 10,

p=.001), and Trust (r=.203,p=.000). The Pearson r correlation results are displayed in
Table 4-38.

Table 4-49
Chiefs Pearson r Correlations of Dummy-Coded Variable, Interval or Ratio Level
Exceptional Performance Variables
Variables

Exce~tionalPerformance:
0 k c e Politics
Demographic
Luck & Favoritism
Trust
Personality
Attractive

Pearson r

p-value

-.I55
-.018
-.I10
.203
,032
-.03 1

,000
.596
,001
,000
,370
,389

Hypothesis H3atesting was conducted for chiefs using the hierarchical stepwise
regression. Each variable was entered one at a time in the order of the strongest Pearson

r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity statistics, including the variance inflation factor

(VIF) and tolerance were closely examined. There were no problems concerning
multicollinearity, as no variables had VIF greater than 10 and or tolerance less than .lo.
Significant models were examined as well, and the one with the highest explanatory
power (R3 was selected.
Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Ofice Politics total,
Luck & Favoritism total, and Trust total variables. The VIF for Ofice Politics Total and
Trust Total was 1.I79 and the tolerance for both was 248. Testing for the significance of
RZ,which is the significance of the regression model as a whole, revealed two different
models with significant F values. Both models excluded the Luck &Favoritism Total.
Model 2 was selected as the most significant model to explain the contribution of Ofice
Politics Total and Trust Total on the Exceptional Performance outcomes. In Model 2,
the t-statistic, which is the ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard error (BISE),
was significant for the Ofice Politics Total (t=-2.425,p=.O16)and Trust Total (F4.499,
p=.000) outcomes. The order of importance of the predictor variables in explaining
Exceptional Performance outcomes according to standardized Beta coefficients (P) were
from least to most important was: Trust Total (P=.168) and Ofice Politics Total (P=.090). According to the findings, Hypothesis 3a was partially supported (F=20.410,
p=.000). Ofice Politics and Trust are significant explanatory variables, explaining a
range of .046% to .048% of the variation of the Exceptional Performance Outcomes.
The explanatory model found was: Exceptional Performance total = 26.919 (constant) ,137 (Office Politics) + 5.17 (Trust) + E. The hierarchical multiple regression results are
presented in Table 4-41.

Table 4-50

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Trust on the Exceptional Performance
Outcomes
Model
l Constant
Office Politics
2 Constant
Oftice Politics
Trust

B

SE

37.625
-.237
26.919
-.I37
,517

,681
,053
2.473
.057
,115

b

-.I56
-.090
,168

t

p-value

F
(P)

R2

Adjusted
R'

55.265
-4.483
10.886
-2.425
4.499

,000
.OOO
,000
.016
,000

20.098

,024

,023

20.410

,048

,046

H3b: Characteristics of subordinate police executives and their perceptions of the
importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in their most
recent promotion decision are significant explanatory variables of the performance
based criterion of exceptionalperformance perceived to be used in their most recent
promotion (individual [selfl mobility channels model).

In order to test Hypotheses 3b, eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and
separate multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship
among the explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Exceptional
Performance variable of performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the nonperformance based criteria including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical characteristics, personality, and trust that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for
promotion (intra-organizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives'
perceived were used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Eta correlation analysis indicated that there was one categorical variable, Race,
which was significantly related to the Exceptional Performance variable (p=.040);

however, due to the limited number of respondents, five (5),multiple regression analysis
will not be conducted. Total years in appointedpositions elicited a trend ( v . 1 1 8 ,

p=.105). Results of the eta correlation analysis are presented in Table 4-39.
Table 4-51

Non-Chiefs Eta Correlations of Exceptional Performance Variable Outcomes

I Categorical Variables
Exceptional Performance:
Age
Marital Status
Gender
Race
Ethnicity
Educational Level
Total Years in Policing
Total Years on Department
Total Years at Current Appointed Position
Total Years in Appointed Positions on Department
Size of Department (Sworn Positions)

Eta

(

Etasquared

(n)

(n?

,087
,077
,034
.lo2
.027
.061
,111

,008
,006
.001
,010
,001
,004
,012
,010
,005
,014
,010

,102

,073
,118
,101

I

F

P

1.440
1.889
1.094
2.515
,691
,900
1.320
1.416
,838
1.658
,885

,207
,130
.296
.040
,406
,463
,222
,195
.541
,105
.555

All significant and trend categorical variables were recorded as dummy variables
prior to running Pearson r correlations. For non-chiefs, Race (p=.040) and Total Years in

Appointed Positions on Your Department (p=. 105) was dummy coded to determine
which of these variables were associated Exceptional Performance Outcomes. Race was
divided into five different variables, m i t e , Black or Afvican American, American Indian

or Alaska Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or Pacijic Islander. Total Years in
Appointed Positions on Your Department was divided into five variables, 1-5 years, 6-10
years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years, 21-25 years, 26-30 years, and 31-35 years, and each was
dummy-coded as 1 , so all others would be represented as 0. If no significant eta
correlations (h) were found, the variable was not dummy-coded or examined for Pearson

r relationships.
Pearson r correlations of dummy coded Exceptional variables was significant for
non-chiefs who are Asian (r=-.095,p=.003), 1 1-15 Years in Appointed Positions on Your

Department (r=-.067,p=.038), and 3 1-35 Years in Appointed Positions on Your
Department (r=.066,p=.040). The remaining significant Exceptional Performance
variables included Ofice Politics (F-.40 1 , p=.000), Trust ( ~ . 4 4 1p=.000),
,
Luck &
Favoritism (r=-.099,p=.002), and Personality (~.356,p=.000).The Pearson r
correlation results are displayed in Table 4-40.
Table 4-52

Non-Chief's Pearson r Correlations of Dummy-Coded Variable (Race, Years in
Appointed Positions on Your Department), Interval or Ratio Level Exceptional
Performance Variables
Variables
Exceptional Performance:
Race (dummy-coded)
White
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Years in Appointed Positions on Your Department:
1-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26-30 years
31-35 years
Office politics
Demographic
Luck & Favoritism
Trust
Personality
Attractive

Pearson r

p-value

,001
,030
-.004
-.095
,025

,964
,359
.904
,003
,447

,023
-.028
-.067
,046
,042
-.a20
.066
-.401
-.017
-.099
,441
,356
-.045

,480
,389
,038
,156
,193
,534
,040
,000
,608
,002
,000
,000
,185

Hypothesis H3,,testing was conducted for subordinate police executives (nonchiefs) using the hierarchical stepwise regression. Each variable was entered one at a
time in the order of the strongest Pearson r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity
statistics, including the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were closely
examined. There were no problems concerning multicollinearity, as no variables had VIF

greater than 10 and or tolerance less than .lo. Significant models were examined as well,
and the one with the highest explanatory power (R3 was selected.
Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Ofice Politics Total,
Luck & Favoritism Total, Personality Total, Trust Total, 11-15 Years in Appointed
Positions on Your Department, and 31-35 Years in Appointed Positions on Your
Department variables. The VIF and tolerance for each variable that was not excluded
was: 1.714 and .583 for Ofice Politics Total, 1.208 and 328 for Luck & Favoritism
Total, 1.432 and .698 for Personality Total, and 1.783 and .561 for Trust Total. Testing
for the significance of R2,which is the significance of the regression model as a whole,
revealed four different models with significant F values. All four models excluded the
11-15 Years in Appointed Positions on Your Department, and 31-35 Years in Appointed
Positions on Your Department variables.
Model 4 was selected as the most significant model to explain the contribution of
Ofice Politics Total, Luck & Favoritism Total, Personality Total, and Trust Total on the
Exceptional Performance outcomes. In Model 4, the t-statistic, which is the ratio of the
regression coefficient to its standard error (BISE), was significant for the Ofice Politics
Total (t--5.763,~=.000),Luck & Favoritism Total (t=2.605,~=.009),Personality Total
(t=4.114,p=.000), and Trust Total (t=6.380,p=.000) outcomes. The order of importance
of the predictor variables in explaining Exceptional Performance outcomes according to
standardized Beta coefficients ( P ) were from least to most important was: Luck &
Favoritism Total (P=-.084),,Personality Total (P=.144) and Ofice Politics Total (P=.221) and Trust Total (P=.249). According to the findings, Hypothesis 3b was partially
supported (F= 69.051,p=.000). Oflce Politics Total, Luck & Favoritism Total,

Personality Total, and Trust Total are significant explanatory variables, explaining a
range of .233% to .237% of the variation of the Exceptional Performance Outcomes.
The explanatory model found was: Exceptional Performance total = 16.007 (constant) .261 (Office Politics) + .076 (Luck & Favoritism) + .488 (Personality) + .621 (Trust) t
E.

The hierarchical multiple regression results are presented in Table 4-42.

Table 4-53

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Ofice Politics, Luck & Favoritism,
Personality, and Trust on the Exceptional Performance Outcomes
Model

B

SE

1 Constant
Office Politics
2 Constant
Office Politics
Luck & Favoritism
3 Constant
Office Politics
Luck & Favoritism
Personality
4 Constant
Office Politics
Luck & Favoritism
Personality
Trust

40.678
-.459
40.105
-.497
,071
22.805
-.381
,065
,790
16.007
-.261
,076
,488
,621

,563
,036
,614
,040
,031
2.506
,042
,030
,111
2.674
,045
.029
,119
,097

P
-.389
-.421
,078
-.323
,071
,233
-.221
,084
,144
,249

t

p-value

F
(P)

R'

Adjusted
R'

72.253
-12.634
65.332
-12.498
2.3 13
9.099
-9.054
2.165
7.108
5.987
-5.763
2.605
4.1 14
6.380

.000
,000
,000
,000
,021
,000
,001
.03 1
,000
,000
,000
,009
,000
,000

159.610

.I52

,151

82.870

,157

,155

75.154

.202

,199

69.051

.237

,233

H3e: The intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs has greater
explanatory power than the individual ( s e g mobility channels model for subordinate
police executives in explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics,
non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and the performance based criterion
of exceptionalperformance in promotion decisions. (Compare adjusted R-square
results for H3a versus H3b).

For the exploratory (comparative) research design, in Hypothesis H3cthe size of
the adjusted R-square results for Hgaand Hjb are compared to determine if respondent
characteristics and non-performance based criteria used by police chiefs (H3J in
promotion decisions is larger in explaining exceptionalperformance than the perceived
used by subordinates (H3b)in their most recent promotion (Adjusted R-square for H3a>
R-square for H3b).
For H3a (chiefs), the adjusted R' was 4.6%. For H3b (non-chiefs), the adjusted

R' was 23.3%. Therefore, H3c is not supported. The individual (selJ3mobility channels
model for subordinate police executives had greater explanatory power than the intraorganizational mobility channels model for police chiefs. Respondent characteristics and
non-performance-based criteria of non-chiefs better explained exceptional performance.
Chapter IV Summary

Chapter IV presented a description of the final data producing sample, the
psychometric evaluation of the five different scales used in this study. The IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire (IMCQ) scale measured reliable and
exceptional performance factors, and two non-performance constructs; demographics and
luck and favoritism respectively. The Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (Go
Along to Get Ahead factors only) was used to measure office politics. The Dispositions
I

(

to Trust scale was used to measure trust. The Ten Item Personality Inventory scale was
used to measure personality traits. Finally, the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal scale
was used to measure positive emotions and positive attitudes about people. In addition,
in this study, office politics, trust, personality dimensions, and physical attractiveness are
four additional factors measuring non-performance based promotion criteria, which

extend the original IMCQ scale. Chapter V presents a summary and discusses
interpretations, conclusions, limitations, and recommendations for future study.

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The focus of this study was directed at the promotional appointment process from
both the chief and executive subordinate perspective. There were two ultimate goals of
this study. The first was to extend the intra-organizational mobility model developed by
Beehr and Taber (1993), with four additional non-performance based criteria of office
politics, tmst, personality, and physical attractiveness, to examine its explanatory power,
and the reliability and validity of the new scales in the context of the original model. The
second was to describe the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police
executives, and identify the importance of non-performance based criteria and
performance based criteria used in promotion decision-making by police chiefs and
perceptions of use by subordinate police executives. Chapter V presents a discussion of
the resulting data and an interpretation of its applications.
This study used a quantitative, non-experimental, descriptive, exploratory
(comparative), and correlation (explanatory) survey research design to examine the
relationships between variables. The study compared the criteria used for promotion,
performance andor non-performance criteria, by surveying selected chiefs, sheriffs, and
directors, identified as the agency head, and the perceptions of those who were appointed
to upper command level positions by their respective agency head.
The self-report survey instrument for this study consisted of three parts (57
items). Part 1 of the 14-item Characteristics of Police Chiefs andsubordinate Police

Executives was developed by the researcher, and includes questions on demographics and
work characteristics.

Part 2 involved the original Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire
(IMCQ) developed by Beehr and Taber (1993). This measured performance based
criteria including Reliable Performance, which consisted of six items, and Exceptional

Performance, which consisted of six items.
Part 3a was Beehr and Taber's 1993 IMCQ three item measure of Demographic
criteria and Part 3b was their five item measure of Luck and Favoritism. Part 3c, Office

Politics, was measured with Kacmar and Carlson's (1997) Perception of Organizational
Politics Scale, with seven items. Trust was measured in Part 3d, with four items of
Peace's (1992) individual Dispositions to Trust. Personality was measured in Part 3e
using Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swan's (2003) Ten Item Personality Inventory. Finally,
Part 3f measured two items of Physical Attractiveness using Soderlund and Julander's
(2006) Physical Attractiveness Scale.
Five different scales were used in this study. The Intra-Organizational Mobility

Channels Questionnaire (IMCQ) scale measured reliable and exceptional performance
factors, and two non-performance constructs; demographics and luck and favoritism
respectively. The Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (Go Along to Get Ahead
factors only) was used to measure office politics. The Dispositions to Trust scale was
used to measure trust. The Ten Item Personality Inventory scale was used to measure

personality traits. Finally, the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal scale was used to
measure positive emotions and positive attitudes about people. In addition, in this study,

o@ce politics, trust, personality dimensions, andphysical attractiveness are four
additional factors measuring non-performance based promotion criteria, which extend the
original IMCQ scale.

Prior to answering research questions and testing hypotheses, reliability and
validity analyses were conducted on each of the five scales. As a result, the scales were
modified to enhance the psychometric qualities of measures. Chapter V begins with the
summary and interpretations of findings followed by practical implications, conclusions,
limitations, and recommendations for future study.
Summary and Interpretations

Psychometric Evaluation of Measures
Exploratory Factor Analysis and Coeffient Alpha
Part 2a Reliable Performance & Part 2b: Exceptional Performance - Factor 1
In this study, Performance Based Criteria - Reliable Performance, participants
responded to the first six items of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire (Beehr & Taber, 1993), which measured the importance of Reliable

Performance in promotion decisions. Reliable performance was defined as
demonstrating satisfactory work skills and behaviors consistent at the level one is
expected to perform (Beehr & Taber, 1993). For police chiefs, higher scores are
associated with greater importance of the reliable factor used in promotion decisions of
subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are
associated with greater perceived importance of the reliable performance factor used in
the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
In their study using the 20-item IMCQ about perceptions of reasons for
promotion of self and promotion of others with a sample of 130 employed adults, Beehr
et al. (2004) reported that for the Reliable Performance factor for promoting others, fouritems loaded on the reliable factor, with loadings ranging between .24 and .59. Beehr et

al. (2004) reported that for reasons for promoting self, two items positively loaded
between .24 and .32. Beehr et al. (2004) reported the Reliable Performance factor of the
20-item ICMQ with coefficient alphas of .8 1 for "promotion of self' and .72 for
"promotion of others."
Performance Based Criteria -Exceptional Pevformance identifies criteria that
"exceed role requirements and demonstrates competence for the next higher job in the
career ladder" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of Performance-based Factors
section, 7 1). Examples of exceptionalperformance included leadership, imparting good
ideas, and perceiving qualities needed at higher levels, all of which, "demonstrate
abilities and behaviors that are qualitatively different form those required in the current
job" (Beehr & Taber, 1993, IMCQ Indexes of Performance-based Factors section, 7 1).
For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
exceptional performance factor used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command
level positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater
perceived importance of the exceptionalperformance factor used in the subordinates'
most recent command level promotion.
In their study using the 20-item IMCQ about perceptions of reasons for promotion
of self and promotion of others with a sample of 130 employed adults, Beehr et al. (2004)
found moderately significant correlations of the Exceptional Performance factor with
promotional justice (.39), and a strong correlation between promotion of self and
promotion of others (.71), establishing convergent validity. Beehr et al. (2004) reported
the Exceptional Performance factor of the 20-item IMCQ with coefficient alphas of .90
for "promotion of self' and .79 for "promotion of others".

In this study, Five Exceptional items, four Reliable items, and one Demographic
item loaded together to form Factor 1- Reliable and Exceptional Performance. Loading
ranged from .5 18 (Demographic 3- Educational level of employee) to .907 (Exceptional
4- Showing goodjudgment). Factor 1- Reliable and Exceptional Performance factors of

the 20-item ICMQ had coefficient alphas of .943 for non-chiefs and .953 for chiefs.
Research suggests that task performance relates to the proficiency with which
incumbents perform core technical activities that are important for their jobs. Grote
(2000) defined core competencies as each member's behaviors, skills, attributes,
performance factors and proficiencies. "Contextual performance refers to outcomes of
behaviors that are needed to support the social fabric of the organization. These behaviors
are not unique to a specificjob but rather are inherent in all jobs" (Witt, Kacmar, Carlson,
& Zivnuska, 2002, Introduction section, 7 1).

The results of the principle component analysis for this study revealed new
loadings of items in each of the four factors. All of the exceptional and reliable
performance factors that were not related to time related issues loaded in Factor 1.
Exceptional and reliable performance factors are relevant to issues dealt with by
the chief and subordinate police executives who have a responsibility to ensure various
outcomes. This topic is important because as demands for police service increase and
continuously change, so to do the costs. As a result, the need to ensure effectiveness and
efficiency through organizational review is paramount, as institutions must justify their
efforts, as well as their budgets (Rosen 1993).

Factor 1 also includes the educational level of the employee. Dantzker's (1996)
study regarding the selection criteria for police chiefs found that police management
experience, extensive training, and education were important selection criteria.
Part 3b: Luck and Favoritism - Factor 2

Non-Performance Based Criteria - Luck and Favoritism are role-irrelevant
criteria that may be perceived as affecting organizational career paths (Beehr & Taber,
1993, Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, 7 1). Examples of luck andfavoritism
items included getting breaks or having friends and relatives in places where they can
help in the promotional process, which are "factors external to the employee, and not
under herlhis control (Beehr & Taber, 1993, Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, 7
2). For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the luck and
favoritism factors used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level
positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived
importance of the luck andfavoritism factors used in the subordinates' most recent
command level promotion.
Beehr et al. (2004) found moderately significant correlations of the Luck and
Favoritism factor with promotional justice (-.21), and a strong correlation between
promotion of self and promotion of others (.48), establishing convergent validity. For
reasons for promoting others (self), no items loaded. Beehr et al. (2004) reported the 5item, Luck and Favoritism factor of the 20-item IMCQ with coefficient alphas of .75 for
"promotion of self' and .75 for "promotion of others."
In this study, Luck and Favoritism loaded together to form Factor 2. Loadings
ranged from .738 (Luck I-Getting the right breaks) to 323 (Luck 4- Which formal group

the employee is in). Factor 2- Luck andfavoritism factors of the 20-item ICMQ had
coefficient alphas of .876 for "promotion of selr' and ,825 for "promotion of others.
The majority of both chiefs and subordinate police executives found that Luck
and Favoritism were unimportant for the most part in promoting or being promoted.
However. 20.4% of the chiefs found that Luck and Favoritism 2- How well one's
supervisor likes the employee was slightly important and 8.6% felt it was moderately
important. In regard to Luck and Favoritism 3- Havingfriends or relatives higher up,

1.1 % felt it was slightly important and 2.2% felt it was moderately important.
Subordinate police executives found these same items to be more significant:
23.4% found that Luck and Favoritism 2- How well one's supervisor likes the employee
was slightly important, 10.3% felt it was moderately important, and 4.7% felt it was very
important. In regard to Luck and Favoritism 3- Havingfiiends or relatives higher up,
6.4% felt it was slightly important, 2.9% felt it was moderately important, and 3.3% felt it
was very important.
Clearly, these items are perceived as being important to some degree, but the
perception by subordinate police executives enhance this, giving more credibility to the
non-performance factor as something to contend with. "The perceptions individuals hold
about the political nature of their work environment influence the way they do their jobs"
(Kacmar & Carlson, 1997, p. 628). Where objectivity and accuracy measures do not
exist, "subjectivity opens the door to favoritism, where evaluators use their power to
reward preferred subordinates beyond their true performance" (Canice & Topel, 1996, r/

Part 3a: Demographics - Factor 3
Non-Performance Based Criteria - Demographic Characteristics are roleirrelevant criteria that may be perceived as affecting organizational career paths.
Examples of demographic characteristics include race, gender, educational level, which
are possible bases for personnel actions, including promotions (Beehr & Taber, 1993,
Indexes of Role-Irrelevant Factors section, 7 1). For police chiefs, higher scores are
associated with greater importance of the demographic characteristic factors used in
promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate
executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the

demographic characteristics used in the subordinates' most recent command level
promotion.
Beehr et al. (2004) found moderately significant correlations of the

Demographic Characteristics factor with promotional justice (-.15), and a strong
correlation between promotion of self and promotion of other (.63),establishing
convergent validity. Beehr, et al. (2004),reported the Demographic Characteristics
factor of the 20-item IMCQ with coefficient alphas of .69 for non-chiefs and .71 for
chiefs.

In this study, Demographic items 1 and 2 formed Factor 3. Loadings ranged
from .921 (Demographic 1- Race of the employee) to .922 (Demographic 2- Sex of the

employee). Factor 3- Demographic factors of the 20-item ICMQ had coefficient alphas of
329 for non-chiefs and ,817 for chiefs.
Most of the chiefs found race (72%) and sex of the employee (68.8%) as very
unimportant factors. Only 2.2% found these factors to be slightly important and 1.1%

found them moderately important. Subordinate police executives found race (53%) and

sex of the employee (51.7%) as very unimportant factors. More than five (5.8%) also
found that race was slightly important, 2.8% moderately important, and 1.5% very
important. In the case of sex of the employee, 6.1% found it slightly important, 2.8%

,

found it moderately important, and 1.8% found it very important.
The use of demographic criteria to fill workforce voids and affirmative action
mandates, include demographics such as race, age, and gender, or seniority where nonperformance criteria is used as a basis for selection. "We show that firms place too little
weight on supervisor appraisals and other subjective opinions of performance, giving too
much weight to noncormptible measures such as seniority, in compensation and
promotion decisions" (Prendergast & Topel, 1996, f 4).

Time - Factor 4
Reliable performance items 5 and 3 and Exceptionalperformance item 3 formed
Factor 4. Loadings ranged from .455 (Exceptional 3- Working long hours) to ,828

(Reliable 5- Length of time since lastpromotion). Factor 4- Time factors of the 20-item

ICMQ had coefficient alphas of .643 for non-chiefs and .614 for chiefs.
For chiefs, Reliable performance item 5 - Length of time since lastpromotion,

reliable performance item 3- Seniority, and exceptional performance item 3- Working
long hours all had the highest loading as Neither Important or Important. They also rated
all three items as slightly important with the second highest weights. In the case of

Length of time since last promotion, Seniority, and Working long hours the difference
from the Neither Lmportant or Important category was 5.4%, zero (both were 30.1%) and
1.1%, respectively.

For non-chiefs, Reliable performance 5 - Length of time since last promotion, and
Exceptional performance 3- Working long hours all had the highest loading as Neither
Important or Important. For reliable performance item 3- Seniority, subordinate police
executives, 32.8% fell under Slightly Important, followed by Neither Important or
Important. They also rated all two of the three items as slightly important with the
second highest weights. Working long hours had the highest loading of the three in the
Very Important category (6.6%).
Organized labor ideology values non-exceptional, dependability, and seniority
criteria for promotion while management traditionally valued achievement, merit, and
other forms of exceptional performance as a basis for promotion. What is exceptional
performance in contrast to reliable performance is, therefore, based on some arbitrary
judgment that, like many forms of performance, lies in the hands of the evaluator (Beehr
& Taber, 1993).

The Four-Factor IMCQ Scale

Building on prior works by Beehr and Walsh in 1980, Beehr, Taber and Walsh in
1982, and Beehr and Juntunen in 1990, Beehr and Taber (1993) conducted a validation
study of the four channels model. Beehr and Taber's (1993) study using the 18-item
IMCQ, with a sample of 573 non-teaching staff working in a northeastern medical
college, (1993) reported the coefficient alpha was .717. Principle component analyses
revealed distinct loadings of items on each of the four factors. Subsequent research
resulted in a 20-item IMCQ version, divided into performance and non-performance
promotion channels.

The performance-based subscales are (1) Exceptional Performance and ( 2 )
Reliable Performance. The performance-irrelevant subscales are (3) Demographic
Characteristics, and (4) Luck and Favoritism (Beehr, Nair, Gudanowski, & Such, 2004).
It was expected that each of the respective six items representing Reliable Performance
and Exceptional Performance, three items representing Demographics, and four items
representing Luck and Favoritism would fall within their respective constructs.
In this study, with the exception of the Luck and Favoritism construct, this was
not the case. Exploratory factor analysis resulted in a multidimensional scale, which was
used to answer the research questions and test hypotheses within this study. The final
subscales were the 10-Item Reliable and Exceptional Performance Based Scale, the 5Item Luck and Favoritism Scale, the 2-Item Demographic Scale, and the 3-Item Time
Scale.
The total scale had good reliability, a=.822. The total mean score for the scale
was 15.7, which was much greater than the original 20-item IMCQ (4.62). This is likely
due to the significance performance based criteria plays in the police environment where
performance measures are constantly in place.
Part 3c: Organizational Politics

Organizational Politics was the first of four additional factors measuring nonperformance based promotion criteria, which extend the original IMCQ scale.
Participants responded to the first seven items of the Going Along to Get Ahead subscale
of the 15-item Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale (POPS) (Kacmar and
Carlson, 1997), which measured the importance of Organizational Politics in promotion
decisions. Organizational Politics was the first additional role-irrelevant factor that may

be perceived as affecting organizational paths. Each of the seven items was adapted to fit
the purposes of this study of identifying criteria used in promotion (rather than the
presence of office politics in a particular setting).
For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the

organizationalpolitics factor, specifically Going Along to Get Ahead, used in promotion
decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For subordinate executives, higher
scores are associated with greater perceived importance of the organizational politics
factor used in the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
In Kacmar and Carlson's (1997) study, the Going Along to Get Ahead subscale,
consisted of 7-items and resulted in a composite reliability factor of 37, for the overall

,
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scale. After applying several decision criteria (content adequacy test, mean values for
each item, review by 10 judges), factor analysis revealed that each item was found to load
as expected and did not cross load. Ferris, Frink, Galang, and Zhou (1996) found that in
an organizational setting, office politics is exhibited more at the higher levels than the
lower ones. As a consequence, the employees at the lower levels of these organizations
perceived that with this non-performance factor in play, there was a greater need to
demonstrate political influence if one wanted to be promoted. Organizational politics
involve an individual's perception of others receiving preferential treatment such as
"favoritism, suppression of competing entities, and the manipulation of organizational
policies" (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999, p. 3).
In this study, Factor loadings ranged fiom ,684 to 339, and consisted of all seven

Organizational Politics items. Organizationalpolitics factors of the Perceptions of

Organizational Politics Scale had coefficient alphas of .911 for non-chiefs and 3 3 8 for

chiefs.
Both groups found Agree as the most significant category in response to Ofjce
Politics I- Speak outfrankly even when they are critical of well-established ideas and
Ofice Politics 2- Good ideas are desired even ifit means disagreeing with superiors.

Both groups also Disagree Strongly with Ofice Politics 6- Tells others what they want to
hear and Oflce Politics 7- It is safer to think what you are told than to make up your own
mind. Subordinate police executives Agree 12.3% to chiefs 6.6% regarding Ofice
Politics 3- Agree with powerful others in the workplace as the best alternative.

Part 3d: Trust
Trust was the second of four additional factors measuring non-performance based

promotion criteria, which extend the original IMCQ scale. A modified version of
Kanawattanachai and Yoo's (2005) Disposition to Trust scale was used. This scale
consisted of four items. Each of the four items was adapted to fit the purposes of this
study of identifying criteria used in promotion (rather than the presence of tmst in a
particular setting).
For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the trust
factor, used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level positions. For
subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater perceived importance of
the trust factor used in the subordinates' most recent command level promotion.
Kanawattanachai and Yoo's (2005) Disposition to Trust study found "strong
evidence for the convergent and discriminant validity of the measures used in the study"
(Kanawattanachai & Yoo, 2005, p. 49). Reliability estimates for all items were .97.

In this study, factor loadings ranged from .766 to .900, and consisted of all four
Trust items. Disposition to Trust factors had coefficient alphas of .869 for non-chiefs and
.771 for chiefs.
The Extended Six-Factor IMCQ Scale

Organizational Politics and Trust factors had good consistency reliability and
extended the Four-Factor IMCQ. The total scale had good reliability, a=.860. The
extended Six-Factor IMCQ scale measured reliable and exceptional performance factors,
non-performance factors of demographics and luck and favoritism, and two additional
non-performance factors of Office Politics and Trust. It was expected that the original
performance and non-performance items would load as they did in the Four-Factor
IMCQ, with additional items of Politics and Trust loading independent and separate from
the other factors.
In this study, all six Exceptional Performance items, four Reliable Performance
items, and Demographic3 loaded together to form Factor 1. All seven Organizational
Politics' items loaded to form Factor 2. All five Luck and Favoritism items loaded
together to form Factor 3. All four Trust items loaded together to form Factor 4.
Demographic items 2 and 1 formed Factor 5, and the two Reliable Performance items 5
and 3 formed Factor 4.
Exploratory factor analysis resulted in a multidimensional scale, which was used
to answer research questions and test hypotheses within this study. The final subscales
were the 11-Item Reliable and Exceptional Performance Based Outcomes, the 7-Item
Organizational Politics Outcomes, the 5-Item Luck and Favoritism Outcomes, the 4-Item
Trust Outcomes, the 2-Item Demographic Outcomes, and the 2-Item Time Outcomes.

Part 3e: Personality Traits

Personality Traits was the third of four additional factors measuring nonperformance based promotion criteria, which extend the original IMCQ scale.
Personality Traits were measured by 10-items on the TIP1 scale (Gosling et al., 2003).
Personality traits, for purposes of this study, focused on those domains that were
important for promotion and not individual personalities of the respondents.
The Big-Five Personality dimensions are described as: Extraversion - being
energetic and one that seeks stimulation and company of others, Agreeableness -having
a tendency to cooperate with others rather than being antagonistic, Conscientiousness deals with having a tendency to act unquestioningly with self-discipline, Emotional
Stability - deals with how one deals with unpleasant emotions, and Openness to
Experiences -being open to non-conservative applications such as the arts, music, etc.
There were five different scores, one for each personality dimension
(Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Openness to
Experiences). To measure each personality type, two of the respective ten items were
summed and averaged. Five items were reverse scored.
For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
particular personality used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command level
positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater
perceived importance of the personality type used in the subordinates' most recent
command level promotion. Examples ofpersonality traits relevant to promotion would
be if chiefs were looking for a candidate who was an extrovert or reserved, or if those

promoted (subordinate executive) believed that they were promoted because they were
an extrovert or reserved.
In Gosling's et al. (2003) study, the 10-item TIP1 scale scores were correlated.
External correlates were tested for similarity across both instruments, using each of the
other constructs. "The TIP1 displayed patterns of correlations that were virtually
identical to those of the Big Five Inventory" (Gosling et al., 2003, p. 523). The Ten Item
Personality Inventory factors had coefficient alphas of .687 for "promotion of self' and
.778 for "promotion of others."
In this study, Factor loadings ranged from .416 to .835 and consisted of all Big
Five Personality dimensions. Personality factors of the TIPIScale had coefficient alphas
of .687 for non-chiefs and ,778 for chiefs.
Part 3$ Physical Attractiveness
Physical Attractiveness was the fourth and last additional factor measuring nonperformance based promotion criteria, which extend the original IMCQ scale. Physical
Attractiveness was measured using a modified version of Soderlund and Julander's
(2006) Physical Attractiveness Appraisal 10 point semantic differential scale. Physical
Attractiveness was measured using two adjective pairs, "not good looking-good
looking" and "not attractive-attractive." Because the two items are strongly correlated,
Soderlund and Julander averaged the two ratings to obtain one score. In this study, the
same scoring took place.
For police chiefs, higher scores are associated with greater importance of the
physical attractiveness factor, used in promotion decisions of subordinates to command
level positions. For subordinate executives, higher scores are associated with greater

perceived importance of the physical attractiveness factor used in the subordinates' most
recent command level promotion.
In their study, Soderlund and Julander (2006) established convergent validity of
their physical attractiveness measure, with positive correlations to beliefs that participants
would be promoted to managers, had friends, and a happy life. "Moreover, all path
coefficients for the indicators in the multi-item measured were significant and greater
than 3.5, thus indicating convergent validity in these measures" (Soderlund & Julander,

2006, p. 15).
Soderlund and Julander's (2006) Physical Attractiveness Appraisal identified "all
path coefficients for the indicators in the multi-item measured were significant and
greater than 2 5 , thus indicating convergent validity in these measures" (Soderlund &
Julander, 2006, p. 15). The Physical Attractiveness Appraisal factors had coefficient
alphas of 3 6 3 for "promotion of self' and .950 for "promotion of others."
In this study, the combined Factor loaded at .964. In this study, the Physical

Attractiveness Appraisal factors had coefficient alphas of .950 for non-chiefs and 3 6 3 for
chiefs.

The Extended Eight-Factor IMCQ Scale
Personality Traits and Physical Attractiveness factors had good consistency
reliability and extended the Six-Factor IMCQ. The total scale had good reliability,

a=.799. With the addition of the two non-performance constructs, the IMCQ was
extended to a total of eight factors. The extended Eight-Factor IMCQ scale measured

reliable and exceptionalperformance factors, non-performance factors of demographics,
luck and favoritism, politics, trust, and two additional non-performance factors of

personality traits and physical attractiveness. The performance and non-performance
factor items of the extended Six-Factor IMCQ did not load as they did in the Original
IMCQ. In the extended Eight-Factor IMCQ, additional non-performance items of
personality traits and physical attractiveness loaded independent and separate from the
other factors.
Exceptional Performance items 4,2,1,6, and 5, Reliable Performance items
1,6,4,2, and Demographic3 loaded together to form Factor 1. All seven Organizational
Politics' items loaded to form Factor 2. All five Luck and Favoritism items loaded
together to form Factor 3. All four Trust items loaded together to form Factor 4.
Emotional Stability, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Openness loaded together to
form Factor 5. Both Attractive items loaded together to form Factor 6, Demographic
items 2 and 1 formed Factor 6. Reliable Performance items 5 and 3 and Exceptional
Performance item 3 formed Factor 7, and Extroversion and the combined Physical
Attractiveness items formed Factor 9. Exploratory factor analysis resulted in a
multidimensional scale.
The final subscales were the 10-Item Reliable and Exceptional Performance
Based Outcomes, the 7-Item Organizational Politics Outcomes, the 5-Item Luck and
Favoritism Outcomes, the 4-Item Trust Outcomes, the 5-Item Personality Outcomes, the
2-Item Demographic Outcomes, the 3-Item Time Outcomes, and the 2-Item Social
Outcomes.
Of the three IMCQ Scales used in this study, the six-factor IMCQ had the highest
psychometric qualities. The six-factor IMCQ coefficient alpha was the highest (a =
.860), followed by the four-factor IMCQ (a = .822) and eight factor IMCQ (a = .799).

Having scales to comprise the best psychometric qualities for this study, the next phase
was to answer the research questions and test hypotheses.
Summary Results of Answers to Research Questions
Research Question 1- Personal Characteristics and Descriptive Analysis

Research Question 1 examined the characteristics of police chiefs and what
importance they give to non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and
favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and performance
based criteria (reliable and exceptional performance) used in promotion decisions by
police chiefs (intra-organizational mobility channels) and perceptions of use by
subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion. Frequency distribution and
means of chiefs' and non-chiefs' gender, age range, marital status, race, ethnicity,
educational level, total year range in policing, total year range on their department, total
year range in their current position, total year range in appointed positions within their
current department, and size range of their current department was conducted.
Of the 1,081 chiefs who participated in the study, most were male, from 43 to 53
years of age, married, white, non-Hispanickatin descent, and had graduate level degrees.
In regard to police experience and tenure, most had 3 1 to 35 years of policing, 1 to 5
years of current department tenure, 1 to 5 total years in their current position, 1 to 5 years
of appointed positions within their current department, and worked for a police
department that had 11 to 25 sworn officers.
Of the 1,122 non-chiefs who participated in the study, most were male, from 43 to
53 years of age, married, white, Non-Hispanickatin descent, and had graduate level
degrees (42.8%). In regard to police experience, most were assistant chiefs or their

equivalent, had from 21 to 25 total years of policing, 21 to 25 years on their current
department, 1 to 5 total years at their current appointed position, 1-5 years of total
appointed positions within their department, and worked for a police department that had
5 1 to 100 sworn officers.
Four-Factor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire Descriptive
Analysis
Chief responses to the multidimensional Four-Factor Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Questionnaire indicated that Factor 1- Exceptional and Reliable
Performance had the highest mean score (6.07) and Demographics had the lowest score
(2.21). The total mean score for the four-factor scale was 15.2.
Non-chief responses also indicated that Factor 1- Exceptional and Reliable
Performance had the highest mean score (5.9) and Demographics had the lowest score
(2.45). The total mean score for the four-factor scale was 15.7. Chiefs rated Factor 1Exceptional and Reliable Performance higher than non-chiefs.
Although both groups rated Factor 1 the highest, Chiefs considered Factor 1 with
greater value than non-chiefs. Both groups indicate that Demographics were moderately
unimportant.
Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale Descriptive Analysis
Chief responses to the multidimensional Perceptions of Organizational Politics
Scale indicated that Politics 1 Speak outfvankly even when they are critical of well
established ideas had the highest mean score (2.12) and Politics 6- Tells others what they

want to hear had the lowest mean score (1.44). The total mean score for the scale was
12.3. Both Politics I and Politics 6 fell below the median of neither disagree or agree.
Non-Chief responses differed from the chiefs' responses and indicated that

Politics 3- Agree with powerful others in the workplace as the best alternative had the
highest mean score (2.44) and Politics 7- It is safer to think what you are told than to

make up your own mind had the lowest score (1.89). Both Politics 3 and Politics 7 fell
below the median of neither disagree or agree.
The total mean score for the Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale was
14.5. Considering the range for the 7-item Perceptions of Organizational Politics Scale
was 7-35, both groups did not indicate that Office Politics was valued.

Dispositions to Trust Scale Descriptive Analysis
Chief responses to the unidimensional Dispositions to Trust Scale indicated that

Trust 2- Can be counted on to do what they say they will do had the highest mean score
(4.80) and Trust 4- Answers personal questions honestly had the lowest score (4.39). The
total mean score for the scale was 18.3. Both Trust 2 and Trust 4 fell above agree to
agree strongly.
Non-Chief responses to the unidimensional Dispositions to Trust Scale also
indicated that Trust 2 had the highest mean score (4.62) but differed with Trust I- Tells

the truth about the limits of their knowledge having the lowest score (4.17). The total
mean score for the scale was 17.5. Both Trust 2 and Trust I fell above agree to agree
strongly.

The total mean score for the Dispositions to Trust Scale was 17.9. Considering
the range for the 7-item Dispositions to Trust Scale was 4-20, both groups indicated that

Office Politics was highly valued.
"Interpersonal trust is a pervasive phenomenon in organizational life"
(McAllister, 1995, Theoretical Foundations section, 7 1). McAllister (1995) combined
these concepts and defined interpersonal tmst "as the extent to which a person is
confident in, and willing to act on the basis of the words, actions, the decisions of
another" (McAllister, 1995, Theoretical Foundations section, 11).

Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale Descriptive Analysis
Chief responses to the unidimensional Ten Item Personality Inventory Scale
indicated that of the Big-Five Personality dimensions, Conscientiousness- deals with

having a tendency to act unquestioningly with self-discipline had the highest mean score
(4.56) and Extroversion-being energetic and one that seeks stimulation and company of

others had the lowest score (3.63). The total mean score for the scale was 20.5. Both
Conscientiousness and Extroversion fell above neither disagree or agree to agree.
Non-Chief responses also indicated that of the Big-Five Personality dimensions,

Conscientiousness had the highest mean score (4.44) and Extroversion had the lowest
score (3.58). The total mean score for the scale was 15.8. Both Conscientiousness and

Extroversion fell above neither disagree or agree to agree.
The total mean score for the Big-Five Personality dimensions was 18.1.
Considering the range for the Big-Five Personality dimensions was 5-25, both groups
indicated that Ofice Politics was highly valued.

Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale Descriptive Analysis
Chief responses to the unidimensional Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale
had a combined mean score of 3.09. Non-Chief responses had a combined mean score of
3.19. The range for the 5-dimension, Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale was 2-10.
Both chiefs and non-chiefs rated Physical Attractiveness as neither disagree or agree.
The total mean score for the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale was 3.14.
Considering the range for the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal Scale was 1-5, both
groups indicated that Physical Attractiveness was not positively or negatively valued.
"Given that physical attractiveness affects judgments in many social situations, it
is likely that it influences managers' decisions regarding one particular employee in terms
of recruitment, promotion, and compensation" (Soderlund & Julander, 2006, Implications
section, 7 1). Research also suggests that physical attractiveness plays a varying but clear
role in favorable bias, and those possessing physical attractiveness are perceived as being
more qualified during the selection process and recommended for receiving higher
starting salaries (Morrow, McElroy, Stamper, & Wilson, 1990; Gangestad & Scheyd,
2005).
20-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale
The chiefs 37-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale identified that
the lowest average item scores were in the Demographics subscale. The overall average
score for the 2-Item Demographics Outcomes subscale was 2.21. The highest average
item scores were the 10-Item Reliable & Exceptional Outcomes subscale. Average scores
ranged from 5.03 (Exceptional 5) to 6.56 (Reliable I). The overall average score for the

11-Item Reliable & Exceptional Outcomes subscale was 60.79. Overall average scores
for the remaining subscales were: Luck and Favoritism 13.57, and Time 12.63.
The non-chief s 37-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale also
identified that the lowest average item scores were in the Demographics subscale. The
overall average score for the 2-Item Demographics Outcomes subscale was 2.45. The
highest average item scores were the 11-Item Reliable & Exceptional Outcomes subscale.
Average scores ranged from 4.63 (Exceptional 3) to 6.56 (Reliable I ) . The overall
average score for the 11-Item Reliable & Exceptional Outcomes subscale was 63.71.
Overall average scores for the remaining subscales were: Luck and Favoritism 15.74, and

Time 8.02.
Based on average item scores, chiefs rated Reliable and Exceptional performance,

Time, Trust and Personality dimensions higher and attribute greater importance toward
promoting others than non-chiefs. Non-chiefs rated Luck and Favoritism, Demographics,

Ofice Politics, and Physical Attractiveness higher and attribute greater importance
toward being promoted than chiefs. Table 5-1 presents the chiefs and non-chiefs total
average items score for the 37-Item Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Scale.

Table 5-1
Chiefs and non-chiefs total average items score for the 37-Item Intra-Organizational
Mobility Channels Scale
37-Item IMCQ
Reliable & Exceptional
Luck and Favoritism
Demographics
Time
Office Politics
Trust
Personality Dimensions
Physical Attractiveness

Chiefs # of
Items

Chiefs Average
Item Score

Non-Chiefs #
of Items

10

6.07
2.71
2.21
4.21
1.75
4.58
4.29
3.09

11
5
2
2
7
4
5
1

5
2
3
7
4
5
1

Non-Chiefs
Average Item Score
5.79
3.14
2.45
4.01
2.07
4.37
3.97
3.19

Research Question 2

What are the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives,
and the importance of performance based criteria (reliableperformance) used in
promotion decisions by police chiefs (intra-organizational mobility channels) and
perceptions of use by subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion?
Reliable Performance Factor of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire Descriptive Analysis

Chief responses to the Original Reliable Performance Items of the IntraOrganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire identified: Reliable I , doing a goodjob,
had the highest mean score and Reliable 5, length of time since lastpromotion, had the
lowest mean score. The total mean score for the Reliable Performance factor was 33.59.
Non-Chief responses to the Original Reliable Performance Items of the FourFactor Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire identified: Reliable I ,
doing a goodjob, had the highest mean score and Reliable 5, length of time since last
promotion, had the lowest mean score. The total mean score for the Reliable
Performance factor was 32.84. Based on total mean scores, greater importance of
performance based criteria (reliableperformance) is used in promotion decisions by
police chiefs (intra-organizationalmobility channels) in contrast to perceptions of use by
subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion.
Research Question 3

What are the characteristics of police chiefs and subordinate police executives,
and the importance of performance based criteria (exceptionalperformance) used in

promotion decisions by police chiefs (intra-organizational mobility channels) and
perceptions of use by subordinate police executives in their most recent promotion?

Exceptional Performance Factor of the Intra-Organizational Mobility Channels
Questionnaire Descriptive Analysis
Chief responses to the Original Exceptional Performance Items of the Intra-

Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire identified: Exceptional 2, leadership
ability, had the highest mean score and Exceptional 3, working long hours, had the lowest
mean score. The total mean score for the Exceptional Performance factor was 34.69.
Non-Chief responses to the Original Exceptional Performance Items of the Intra-

Organizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire indicated: Exceptional 4, showing good
judgment, had the highest mean score and Exceptional 3, working long hours, had the
lowest mean score. The total mean score for the Exceptional Performance factor was
33.98. Based on total mean scores, greater importance of performance based criteria

(exceptionalperformance) is used in promotion decisions by police chiefs (intraorganizational mobility channels) in contrast to perceptions of use by subordinate police
executives in their most recent promotion.

Summary Results of Hypotheses Testing
Research Hypotheses 1

To test Hypothesis 1, of differences in performance and non-performance based
criteria used by police chiefs in promotional decisions (intra-organizational mobility) and
performance and non-performance based criteria that subordinate police executives

perceive were used in their most recent promotion (individual mobility channels),
independent t-tests were used to compare group differences in rating the importance of

reliable HI,; exceptional performance Hlb; demographic HI,; luck and favoritism Hld;
I

office politics HI,; physical characteristics Hlf;personality HI,; and trust Hlh.

HI,:

Subordinate police executives rate reliable performance criteria significantly

more important than police chiefs in promotion decisions.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on three of the
six Reliable Performance variables: Reliable 1 - Doing a good job, Reliable 2 - Good
attendance, and Reliable 6 - People having the right skills. There were no significant

differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on the Reliable 3- Seniority variable, Reliable
4 - Experience and ability, and Reliable 5

-

Length of time since last promotion. The

mean difference between the chiefs and subordinate police executives did not support
Hypothesis 1a.
What is exceptional performance in contrast to reliable performance is based on
some arbitrary judgment that, like many forms of performance, lies in the hands of the
evaluator (Beehr & Taber, 1993). Whether an employee consistently demonstrates
reliable or exceptional performance is dependent upon how the employee looks at their
role within the organization, as well as the intrinsic or extrinsic values that motivate
them.

Hlb:

Subordinate police executives rate exceptional performance criteria

significantly more important than police chiefs in promotion decisions.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on three of the
six Exceptional Performance variables: Exceptional 1 - Having good ideas and initiative,
Exceptional 2 - Leadership ability, and Exceptional 4 - Showing good judgment. There
were no significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on the Exceptional 3 -

Working long hours variable, Exceptional 5 - Coming up with lots of ideas, and
Exceptional 6

-

Unusually good work. The mean difference between the chiefs and

subordinate police executives supported Hypothesis 1b.
Exceptional performance, based solely on objectivity, (i.e., an individual who
consistently has the highest number of sales within a business), increases the opportunity
for raises and promotion. "Achievement orientation is concerned with meeting high
standards of performance, achieving excellence, and exceeding prior performance. All
are factors which have the potential to significantly enhance career progression" (Hunt,
2006, Need for Achievement Section, 7 1).
HI,:

Police chiefs rate demographic criteria significantly more important than
subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all three
Demographic Non-Performance variables: Demographic 1 - Race of employee,
Demographic 2 - Sex of employee, and Demographic 3 -Educational level of employee.
The mean difference between the chiefs and subordinate police executives did not
support Hypothesis lc. In contrast to the hypothesis, subordinates thought demographic
criteria were significantly more important than chiefs.
Commonly used demographics include race, age sex, gender, ethnicity, marital
status, employment information, and income level, and are often used in economic and
marketing research. Demographic criteria are also used to fill workforce voids and
!

affirmative action mandates (Prendergast & Topel, 1996,14).

Hid:

Police chiefs rate luck andfavoritism based criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on four of the
five Luck & Favoritism variables: Luck & Favoritism 1 - Getting the right breaks, Luck
& Favoritism 2 - How well one's supervisor likes the employee, Luck & Favoritism 3 -

Havingfriends or relatives higher up, Luck & Favoritism 4 - Which formal group the
employee is in. There were no significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on
the Luck & Favoritism 5 - Informal friendships with coworkers. The mean difference
between the chiefs and subordinate police executives did not support Hypothesis Id.
Matheson (1999) found four basic sources for upward mobility: ability to
perform - based on skill and work commitment; reputation -based on ability, visibility,
and demeanor; social credentials and patronage - based on kinship, friendship, and
loyalty ties. In addition to the above, luck also plays an important factor in promotion.
I

Even organizational politics have been found to involve an individual's perception of
others receiving preferential treatment such as "favoritism, suppression of competing
entities, and the manipulation of organizational policies" (Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, &
Anthony, 1999, p.3). This perception of luck seemed to be the case of these subordinates,
but not valued in promotions by chiefs.

HI,:

Police chiefs rate officepolitics based criteria significantly more important
than subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all seven
Ofice Politics' variables: Ofice Politics I

-

Speak out frankly even when they are

critical of well established ideas, Ofice Politics 2 - Good ideas are desired even f i t
means disagreeing with superiors, Talk up organization as great place to work, Ofice
Politics 3 - Agree with powerful others in the workplace as the best alternative, Ofice

Politics 4

-

Do not rock the boat, Oflce Politics 5 - Remains quiet than to Jight the

system, Ofice Politics 6 - Tells others what they want to hear, and Oflce Politics 7 -It is
safer to thin what you are told than to make up your own mind. The mean difference
between the chiefs and subordinate police executives did not support Hypothesis le.
"Organizational politics involve intentional acts of influence to enhance or protect
the self-interest of individuals or groups. Organizational politics is often viewed as being
dysfunctional to an organization" (Appelbaum & Hughes, 1998, Organizational Politics:

An Introduction section, 7 1). In most organizations, "there is a concern with self-serving
behavior that is not sanctioned by organizations" (Ferris, Frink, Galang, & Zhou, 1996,
Nature of Organizational Politics section, 7 1).
It appears that although office politics may play a role in promotions, other factors
either take precedence, or the frequency by which this occurs is limited. The prior
assumption is based on the number of chiefs in this study, who promoted others within
the first five years of their tenure as chief in their new assignment as chief. It also
appears that the people they are promoting have been from within the organization itself.

Hlf:

Police chiefs rate physical attractiveness based criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on the combined
Physical Attractiveness variable: Physical Attractiveness
Attractiveness.

-

Good looking and

The mean difference between the chiefs and subordinate police

executives did not support Hypothesis If.
"Attractive people are treated differently from others more generally, leading
them to have better jobs, higher incomes, and more friends than others indeed, achieve

more desirable outcomes in most spheres of life people consider important" (Gangestad
& Scheyd, 2005, Introduction section, 7 2). This, however, is not always the case. For

example, in the case of a masculine stereotype environment such as a police organization,
a female, especially an attractive one, may not be considered as "talented" because of her
looks. Working for someone much younger also has, at times, a disadvantage even
though the person may be qualified or even over qualified (Gangestad & Scheyd, 2005).

HI,:

Police chiefs rate personality based criteria significantly more important
than subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all five
Personality variables: Personality 1 - Extroversion, Personality 2 -Agreeableness,
Personality 3 - Conscientiousness, Personality 4 - Emotional Stability, and Personality 5
-

Openness. The mean difference between the chiefs and subordinate police executives

did support Hypothesis 1g.
"Although personality theories differ in their terminology and in the details of
their theories, most agree that personality is an internal, mental, and emotional pattern of
response to the environment - a pattern of thought, feeling, and behavior that affects
every aspect of a person's life" (Gatchel & Mears, 1982, p. 4).

Further, personality

psychologists do not claim that personality "traits determine behavior independently of
situational context, but they do claim a prominent role for forces within the person as part
of the explanation of behavior" (McCrae & Costa, 1996, p. 57).
It is likely that the chief is going to promote, to some degree, using the personality
criteria that fits their style, or that of the organizational needs. For example, for a
position that may require a subordinate police executive to take charge during an

emergency, the chief may be looking for someone who is very task oriented and direct
(autocratic) in contrast to someone who is more democratic.

Hlh:

Police chiefs rate trust based criteria significantly more important than

subordinate police executives.

There were significant differences between chiefs and non-chiefs on all four Trust
variables: Trust I

-

Tells the truth about the limits of their knowledge, Trust 2 - Can be

counted on to do what they say they will do, Trust 3

-

Honest in describing their

experience and abilities, and Trust 4 -Answers personal questions honestly. The mean
difference between the chiefs and subordinate police executives did support Hypothesis
lh.
In a study conducted by Taylor and Smith (1987), they found dimension standards
defined as Meets Standards, Exceeds Standards, and Outstanding. "Achieving excellence
requires a powerful exciting vision that moves people to act in concert to delight the
customer. This vision must be based on a set of values that are easy to understand and
widely practiced. Such values are likely to include honesty and trustworthiness, caring
and respect for the dignity of the individual, innovation and creativity, openness and
flexibility, and commitment to customer service and continuous improvement"
(Scheuing, 1999, Creating Customer Passion section, 7 3).
In every survey conducted by Kouzes and Posner, honesty was selected more
often than any other leadership characteristic (88%) and it consistently emerged as the
single most important ingredient in the leader-constituent relationship. People first want
to assure themselves that the person they are following is worthy of their trust, i.e.

truthful, ethical, and principle centered. It appears that the chiefs in this study are no
different, and need to depend on their subordinates to carry out their goals and objectives.
Research Hypotheses 2

Hz,:

Characteristics of police chiefs and importance of non-performance based

criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant explanatory
variables of reliable performance criteria used in promotion decisions.

To test Hypotheses 2, eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and separate
multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship among the
explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Reliable Performance variable of
performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the non-performance based criteria
including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness
characteristics, personality, and trust that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for
promotion (intra-organizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives'
perceive were used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Pearson r correlations of dummy coded Reliable variables was significant for
chiefs who are Hawaiian or Island Pacific; however, due to the number of respondents in
this category, two (2), multiple regression analysis was not considered. The remaining
significant Reliable Performance variables included Oflce Politics and Trust. Eta
correlation analysis indicated that only one categorical variable, Race, was significantly
related to the Reliable Performance variable.
Hypothesis H2, testing was conducted for chiefs using the hierarchical stepwise
regression. Each variable was entered one at a time in the order of the strongest Pearson

r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity statistics, including the variance inflation factor

(VIF) and tolerance were closely examined. There were no problems concerning
multicollinearity, as no VIF greater than 10 and or tolerance less than .lo. Significant
models were examined as well, and the one with the highest explanatory power ( R 3 was
selected.
Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Trust total and OBce
Politics total. The analysis excluded the Ofice Politics total. Testing for the
significance of RZ,which is the significance of the regression model as a whole, revealed
only one model that had a significant F value. The model explained the contribution of
Trust Total on the Reliable Performance outcomes.
The t-statistic, which is the ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard error
(BISE), was significant for the Trust Total outcomes. According to the findings,
Hypotheses 2a was partially supported by only the Trust Total variable. Trust Total is a
significant explanatory variable, explaining a range of 3.0% to 3.2% of the variation of
the Reliable Performance Outcomes. Therefore, the importance of trust criteria is a
significant explanatory variable of reliable performance criteria used in promotional
decisions.
In Atwater's (1998) study, two important elements were identified within the
social context of supervisors; the relationship of trust with superiors and subordinates and
loyalty by subordinates to supervisors. The study found that the most supportive factors
that inspire subordinate loyalty "were the levels of trust and loyalty among subordinatesthe more trust and loyalty expressed by subordinates toward their supervisor the more
positively the supervisor was perceived to behave" (Atwater, 1998, p. 305).

This same theme has clearly emerged in this study as both groups value trust
criteria. Chiefs, however, appear to value all four tmst items more in their promotional
decisions than those perceived by subordinate police executives.

HZb: Characteristics of subordinate police executives and their perceptions of the
importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in their most
recent promotion decision are significant explanatory variables of reliable
performance criteria perceived to be used in their most recent promotion.

To test Hypotheses 2b, eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and separate
multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship among the
explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Reliable Performance variable of
performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the non-performance based criteria
including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical characteristics,
personality, and tmst that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for promotion (intraorganizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives' perceived were
used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Pearson r correlations of dummy coded Reliable variables was significant for
non-chiefs who are Male, Female, Professional Educational Level, and One to Three
Years of College. The remaining significant Reliable Performance variables included
OBce Politics, Trust, and Personality. Eta correlation analysis indicated that two
categorical variables, Gender & Educational Level, were significantly related to the
Reliable Performance variable.

Hypothesis HZbtesting was conducted for subordinate police executives (nonchiefs) using the hierarchical stepwise regression. Each variable was entered one at a
time in the order of the strongest Pearson r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity
statistics, including the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were closely
examined. There were no problems concerning multicollinearity, as no VIF greater than
10 and or tolerance less than .lo. Significant models were examined as well, and the one
with the highest explanatory power ( R 3 was selected.
Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Ofice Politics total,

Personality total, Trust total, Professional Educational Level, One to Three Years of
College, and Gender total variables. Testing for the significance of R2, which is the
significance of the regression model as a whole, revealed four different models with
significant F values. The analysis excluded One to Three Years of College, and both

Gender variables (Male Total and Female Total) in all four models. Model 4 was
selected as the most significant model to explain the contribution of Ofice Politics Total,

Personality Total, Trust Total, and the Professional Educational Level on the Reliable
Performance outcomes.
In Model 4, the t-statistic, which is the ratio of the regression coefficient to its
standard error (BISE), was significant for the Professional Educational Level and Ofice

Politics outcomes. According to the findings, Hypothesis 2b was supported. Ofice
Politics Total, Personality Total, Trust Total, and Professional Educational Level are
significant explanatory variables, explaining a range of 14.2% to 14.6% of the variation
of the Reliable Performance Outcomes. Therefore, characteristics of subordinate police
executives and their perceptions of the importance of Ofice Politics Total, Personality

Total, Trust Total, and Professional Educational Level criteria are significant explanatory
variables of reliable performance criteria perceived to be used in their most recent
promotion.
It is sometimes hard to have a clear understanding of how a subordinate police
executive was appointed when there is no objective measure used such as examination, in
contrast to appointment through a more subjective process such as an informal interview
and previous interactions with the chief. As such, the possibility for subordinates to
assume oflcepolitics plays a significant role in the promotional process is not unlikely.

Personality traits, trust, and having a graduate degree can all be perceived, as they were
in this study, as playing a significant role in their promotional process, i.e. "I have a great
personality, I'm trustworthy, and have a Master of Public Administration degree."
As indicated in this study, a large number of subordinate police executives have a

Professional Educational Level, so this might be considered by chiefs, but only to a
certain degree. Again, chiefs value trust. Both trust andpersonality traits may have to
do with how much contact there is and what occurred during those contacts.
H2c: The intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs has greater
explanatory power than the individual (seljr) mobility channels model for subordinate
police executives in explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics,
non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and the performance based criterion
of reliable performance in promotion decisions. (Compare adjusted R-square results
for Hz, and H2b)-

For the exploratory (comparative) research design, in Hypothesis Hz, the size of
the adjusted R-square results for H2aand Hzb are compared to determine if respondent
characteristics and non-performance based criteria used by police chiefs (H2a) in
promotion decisions is larger in explaining reliable performance than the perceived used
by subordinates (Hzb)in their most recent promotion (Adjusted R-square for Hz,> Rsquare for H2b).
Hypothesis 2c was not supported. Therefore, the individual (selJ3 mobility
channels model for subordinate police executives had greater explanatory power than the
intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs. Respondent
characteristics and non-performance-based criteria of non-chiefs better explained reliable
performance.
The subordinate police executives' individual (selJ3 mobility channels model
contained personal characteristics (Professional Education Level) and non-performance
factors (Oflce Politics, personality, and Trust), in contrast to chiefs non-performance
factor (trust), which has greater explanatory power than the intra-organizational mobility
channels model in explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics, nonperformance based criteria and the performance based criterion of reliable performance
in promotion decisions.
Research Hypotheses 3

H3a: Characteristics of police chiefs and importance of non-performance based
criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust) used in promotion decisions are significant explanatory

variables of the performance based criterion of exceptionalperformance used in
promotion decisions (intra organizational mobility channels model).

In order to test Hypotheses 3 , eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and
separate multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship
among the explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Exceptional
Performance variable of performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the nonperformance based criteria including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical characteristics, personality, and trust that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for
promotion (intra-organizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives'
perceived were used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Eta correlation analysis indicated there were no categorical variables significantly
related to the Exceptional Performance variable. Since there was no significant eta
correlations (q) found) multiple regression analysis was not considered. The remaining
significant Exceptional Performance variables included Ofice Politics, Luck &
Favoritism, and Trust.
Hypothesis H3,testing was conducted for chiefs using the hierarchical stepwise
regression. Each variable was entered one at a time in the order of the strongest Pearson
r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity statistics, including the variance inflation factor
(VIF) and tolerance were closely examined. There were no problems concerning
multicollinearity, as no variables had VIF greater than 10 and or tolerance less than .lo.
Significant models were examined as well, and the one with the highest explanatory
power (R3 was selected.

Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Ofice Politics total,

Luck & Favoritism total, and Trust total variables. Testing for the significance of RZ,
which is the significance of the regression model as a whole, revealed two different
models with significant F values. Both models excluded the Luck & Favoritism Total.
Model 2 was selected as the most significant model to explain the contribution of Ofice

Politics Total and Trust Total on the Exceptional Performance outcomes. In Model 2,
the t-statistic, which is the ratio of the regression coefficient to its standard error (BISE),
was significant for the Ofice Politics Total and Trust Total outcomes.
The order of importance of the predictor variables in explaining Exceptional

Performance outcomes according to standardized Beta coefficients (P) were from least to
most important was: Trust Total and Ofice Politics Total. According to the findings,
Hypothesis 3a was partially supported. Ofice Politics and Trust are significant
explanatory variables, explaining a range of 4.6% to 4.8% of the variation of the

Exceptional Performance. Therefore, characteristics of police chiefs and the importance
of ofice politics and trust criteria are significant explanatory variables of exceptional

performance criteria used in promotion decisions.

H3& Characteristics of subordinate police executives and their perceptions of the
importance of non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism,
office politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) used in their most
recent promotion decision are significant explanatory variables of the performance
based criterion of exceptionalperformance perceived to be used in their most recent
promotion (individual [selfl mobility channels model).

In order to test Hypotheses jb, eta correlation analysis, Pearson r correlations, and
separate multiple regression analysis (stepwise) were used to examine the relationship
among the explanatory (attribute and independent) variables and Exceptional

Performance variable of performance based criteria. Explanatory variables are the nonperformance based criteria including demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical characteristics, personality, and trust that the two groups, Police Chiefs' use for
promotion (intra-organizational mobility channels) verses Subordinate Police Executives'
perceived were used in their most recent promotion (individual self mobility channels).
Eta correlation analysis indicated that there was one categorical variable, Race,
which was significantly related to the Exceptional Performance variable; however, due to
the limited number of respondents, five (5), multiple regression analysis was not
conducted. Total years in appointedpositions elicited a trend.
All significant and trend categorical variables were recorded as dummy variables
prior to running Pearson r correlations. For non-chiefs, Race and Total Years in

Appointed Positions on Your Department was dummy coded to determine which of these
variables were associated Exceptional Performance Outcomes. Race was divided into
five different variables, White, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska

Native, Asian, and Native Hawaiian or PaciJic Islander. Total Years in Appointed
Positions on Your Department was divided into five variables, 1-5 years, 6-10 years, 1115 years, 16-20 years, 21-25 years, 26-30 years, and 31-35 years, and each was durnmycoded as 1, so all others would be represented as 0. If no significant eta correlations (h)
were found, the variable was not dummy-coded or examined for Pearson r relationships.

Pearson r correlations of dummy coded Exceptional variables was significant for
non-chiefs who are Asian, 11-15 Years in Appointed Positions on Your Department, and
3 1-35 Years in Appointed Positions on Your Department. The remaining significant

Exceptional Performance variables included Ofice Politics, Trust, Luck & Favoritism,
and Personality.
Hypothesis H3btesting was conducted for subordinate police executives (nonchiefs) using the hierarchical stepwise regression. Each variable was entered one at a
time in the order of the strongest Pearson r correlation to the weakest. Collinearity
statistics, including the variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance were closely
examined. There were no problems concerning multicollinearity, as no variables had VIF
greater than 10 and or tolerance less than .lo. Significant models were examined as well,
and the one with the highest explanatory power (R1) was selected.
Multiple regression analysis (stepwise) was examined for Of$ce Politics Total,
Luck & Favoritism Total, Personality Total, Trust Total, 11-15 Years in Appointed
Positions on Your Department, and 31-35 Years in Appointed Positions on Your
Department variables. Testing for the significance of R2, which is the significance of the
regression model as a whole, revealed four different models with significant F values.
All four models excluded the 11-15 Years in Appointed Positions on Your Department,
and 31-35 Years in Appointed Positions on Your Department variables.
Model 4 was selected as the most significant model to explain the contribution of
Ofice Politics Total, Luck & Favoritism Total, Personality Total, and Trust Total on the
Exceptional Performance outcomes. In Model 4, the t-statistic, which is the ratio of the

regression coefficient to its standard error (BJSE), was significant for the Ofice Politics

Total, Luck & Favoritism Total, Personality Total, and Trust Total outcomes.
The order of importance of the predictor variables in explaining Exceptional

Performance outcomes according to standardized Beta coefficients (P) were from least to
most important was: Luck & Favoritism Total, Personality Total, Oflce Politics Total,
and Trust Total. According to the findings, Hypothesis 3b was partially supported.

Ofice Politics Total, Luck &Favoritism Total, Personality Total, and Trust Total are
significant explanatory variables, explaining a range of .233% to .237% of the variation
of the Exceptional Performance Outcomes. Therefore, characteristics of subordinate
police executives and their perceptions of the importance of Ofice Politics Total, Luck &

Favoritism Total, Personality Total, and Trust Total criteria are significant explanatory
variables of reliable performance criteria perceived to be used in their most recent
promotion

HSe: The intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs has greater
explanatory power than the individual (selJ) mobility channels model for subordinate
police executives in explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics,
non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics,
physical attractiveness, personality, and trust) and the performance based criterion
of exceptionalperformance in promotion decisions. (Compare adjusted R-square
results for H3, versus H3b).
For the exploratory (comparative) research design, in Hypothesis H3cthe size of
the adjusted R-square results for H3aand H3bare compared to determine if respondent
characteristics and non-performance based criteria used by police chiefs (H3a)in

promotion decisions is larger in explaining exceptional performance than the perceived
used by subordinates (H3t,) in their most recent promotion (Adjusted R-square for H3a>
R-square for H3~).
Hypothesis 3c was not supported. Therefore, the individual (seg mobility
channels model for subordinate police executives had greater explanatory power than the
intra-organizational mobility channels model for police chiefs. Respondent
characteristics and non-performance-based criteria of non-chiefs better explained
exceptional performance.
The subordinate police executives' individual (sew mobility channels model
contained non-performance factors (oflce politics, luck and favoritism, personality, and
trust), in contrast to chiefs non-performance factors (oflce politics and trust) which has
greater explanatory power than the intra- organizational mobility channels model in
explaining the relationship between respondent characteristics, non-performance based
criteria and the performance based criterion of exceptionalperformance in promotion
decisions.

Practical Implications
Few empirical studies identified the direct relationship between measured
employee outcome and upward promotion. Phelan and Lin (2001) found that many
organizations instead rely on a merit or rank order system in which those receiving the
highest performance ratings have the greatest likelihood of being promoted. Research
suggests that in public, non-profit, and in many cases, private organizational
environments, individual performance measures, of one type or another are considered in

order to evaluate one's affect in achieving set goals and objectives (Lindblom, 2007;
Murphy, Cleveland, Kinney, & Skattebo, 2003: Scheuing, 1999).
Schyns (2006) found that the relationship between the supervisor and subordinate
is so significant that a mismatch of the two regarding leadership traits, behaviors,
performance, characteristics, andlor stereotypes can have an adverse affect on promotion;
commonality between those evaluating and those being evaluated can have a very
positive affect on promotion. Cited works clearly identify the need to establish and
maintain an instrument that should effectively and accurately define and measure
employee performance (Boswell & Boudreau, 2000). Bender (2005) found that the
importance of "vigorous networking" was an important element in promotional
opportunities, similar to studies by Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, and Anthony (1999),
Kacmar and Carlson (1997), and Kacmar and Ferris (1991).
Results from this study supported or partially supported a number of these and
other similar promotional relationships involving both performance and non-performance
criteria. This study was also unique. First, it targeted police command level personnel at
the chief rank and those who were promoted through the appointment process vs. a
formal examination that is much less susceptible to subjectivity and interpretation.
Second, the response rate was very high, and participation closely mirrored each other in
terms of the number of responses by both chiefs and subordinate police executives (nonchiefs).
Understanding the complexities of the promotion process, in which performance
and non-performance based criteria is used to appoint people in key leadership and
decision making positions, may lead those making the decisions to rethink their

appointment strategies. It may also focus attention to those seeking promotion toward
key considerations in their daily activities, operationally as well as how they interact with
superiors, peers, and subordinates on a daily basis.
1. Subordinate police executives rated exceptional performance criteria significantly

more important than police chiefs in promotion decisions. Both groups rated
most of these performance criteria as very important and to a lesser degree, time
issues such as seniority, the time since their last promotion, and working long
hours.
2. The data may imply that chiefs look at performance from a general perspective

and expect a good job, whereas non-chiefs believe that, Having good ideas and

initiative, Leadership ability, and Showing goodjudgment are more significant to
attain promotion. All three items have similarities to attributes that one would
assume could be found in a leader of an organization.

3. Subordinate police executives do not rate reliable performance criteria
significantly more important than police chiefs in promotion decisions. Again,
exceptional performance is perceived as being more significant. This may imply
that subordinates are not clearly aware of what performance criteria chiefs are
looking at, which if true, should be a focus for the chief so that they get the best
possible performance by all of their subordinates. Finally, the data may also
imply that chiefs look at performance from a general perspective and expect a
good job, whereas non-chiefs believe that, Having good ideas and initiative,

Leadership ability, and Showing goodjudgment are more significant to attain
promotion.

4. Police chiefs do not rate demographic criteria significantly more important than

subordinate police executives. Promotions that occur due to demographic factors
may be introduced solely as a necessity to balance race or gender card, and once
this accomplished, it may no longer be an issue. Education, on the other hand,
seems to be important to both groups, although the chiefs rated educational status
higher than the non-chiefs.
5. Police chiefs do not rate luck and favoritism based criteria significantly more

important than subordinate police executives. Non-chiefs' data indicates that
most of these constructs are Neither Important nor Non-Important to promotional
decisions; however, in contrast, chiefs rated these as Very Unimportant, with the
exception of Informal friendships with coworkers, which they rated as Neither

Important nor Non-Important. This implies that non-chiefs believe that the chiefs
consider luck andfavoritism more than the data indicates. This also implies a
need for the chief, upon making a selection, identifying those qualities that the
decision was based known to all.

6. Police chiefs do not rate oflce politics based criteria significantly more important
than subordinate police executives. Both groups identified Speak outfrankly even

when they are critical ofwell established ideas, and Good ideas are desired even
ifit means disagreeing with superiors, as being important to the promotional
process, and Disagree or disagree strongly with the other construct items. There
is an implication that office politics, although perceived by subordinate police
executives, does not play as much a role in promotional decisions as expected.

7. Police chiefs do not rate physical attractiveness based criteria significantly more
important than subordinate police executives. This may imply that the way
people look in general, as far as good looking or not good looking, attractive and
not attractive, are not important to chiefs. The wording of the questions may be to
subject in this environment and a different response might have occurred it
focused more on the way the person looks in a uniform.

8. Police chiefs do rate personality based criteria significantly more important than
subordinate police executives. Both groups identified Conscientiousness,

Emotional Stability, and Openness, as the top three personality traits, respectively.
In the police environment, emotions, for the most part, are taboo. Control alludes
to stabilization, especially in an atmosphere that is perceived by untrained
professionals as chaotic. Interestingly, Seniority was also identified by this group
as being significant. In many police organizations, seniority is not only protected
through bargaining contracts, but is often equated to greater knowledge and
experience, and assumed the best equipped for good decision making. As a result,
when supervisors are not available, acting supervisors are used in their stead, and
these individuals tend to be the most senior.

9. Police chiefs do rate trust based criteria significantly more important than
subordinate police executives. This seems to be an area in which subordinate
police executives need to focus and practice it at all times. Never knowing who
your next boss may be, it implies a need to be trustworthy to all, thoughout one's
carrer.

Conclusions
1. Police chiefs identified all four collective Trust items as the most significant

non-performance based criteria (demographic, luck and favoritism, office
politics, physical attractiveness, personality, and h u t ) . How this trust is
established or when was not measured in this study. Regardless, it seems
practical, especially when one considers that the chief is responsible for the
overall organization, and there is always a target on hisher back. With the

trust factor in mind, this may strengthen the notion that it is not what you say,
but how you say it.

2. Do not rock the boat, Remains quiet than to fight the system, and Tells others
what they want to hear, were not supported to greater extent by chiefs vs. nonchiefs.

3. Both groups identified that physical attractiveness based criteria was important
in regard to reliable and exceptional performance.

4. Both groups found "Can be counted on to do what they say they will do" and

"Honest in describing their experience and abilities," as the most important of
the four factors.

5. Of the Trust items examined, Can be counted on to do what they say they will
do had the highest mean score. Delivery of what needs to be done by
subordinate police executives assists the chief in achieving goals and
objectives, which in turn, ensures the chiefs position within the organization.

6. Police chiefs also identified the Personality Trait of Conscientiousness as the
single most important non-performance based item. Conscientiousness deals
with having a tendency to act unquestioningly with self-discipline and is
defined as "setting high standards of performance, reliability and motivation
to excel on the job" (Tziner, Murphy, & Cleveland, 2005, Rater Personality
section, 7 2.
7. Clearly, police chiefs identified performance based criteria (reliable and

exceptional performance) as the most important factors used in promotional
decisions (intra-organizational mobility channels). Doing a good job, closely
followed by Leadership ability and Showing good judgment were the three
most significant performance factors, respectively.

8. Subordinate police executives (non-chiefs) also identified all four collective
Trust items as the most significant non-performance based criteria
(demographic, luck and favoritism, office politics, physical attractiveness,
personality, and trust). Of the Trust items examined, Can be counted on to do
what they say they will do had, again, the highest mean score. Delivery by
subordinate police executives, clearly assist the chief in achieving goals and
objectives, which in turn, ensures the chiefs position within the organization.

9.

Subordinate police executives also identified the Personality Trait of
Conscientiousness as the single most important non-performance based item,
followed by Emotional stability. This factor deals with how one handles
unpleasant emotions.

10. Like police chiefs, subordinate police executives also identified performance
based criteria (reliable and exceptional performance) as the most important
factors used in promotional decisions. Doing a goodjob, closely followed by
Showing goodjudgment and Leadership ability were the three most significant
performance factors, respectively.
11. One of the instruments utilized in this study, Beehr and Taber (1993), reported
the coefficient alpha for Luck and Favoritism was .51. No clear explanation
was given regarding the low coefficient alpha other than respondents may
have given a general perspective rather than specific perception of the
promotional process. This was considered as a possible threat to the internal
validity of this study as well; however, this was not the case as the coefficient
alpha for Luck and Favoritism was good (.779).
12. Of the three IMCQ Scales used in this study, the six-factor IMCQ had the
highest psychometric qualities. The six-factor IMCQ coefficient alpha was
the highest (a = .860), followed by the four-factor IMCQ (a = .822) and eight
factor IMCQ (a = .799).
Limitations
1. Experimental designs have higher internal validity than non-experimental
designs.
2. The use of an electronic survey device may have produced a smaller response
rate than utilizing the US mail or personal contact.

3. The study used a target population where participants are from various law

enforcement organizations within the United States of America verses an
international population, and limited to those belonging to the IACP.
4. The study did not survey the greater population within the participating law

enforcement communities, i.e, rank and file.

5. The TIP1 does have limitations as it is less reliable than the larger instruments,
correlates less strongly with other variables, is unable to measure individual
facets of multi-faceted constructs. Its value, however, lies in having a very
brief instrument that has basically the same application as some of the larger
Big Five instruments.
6. Limitations to the research design are that the results may not be generalized

to those agencies where performance appraisals are used in conjunction with
promotions, regardless of the degree to which those performance appraisals
are free of biases.

7. Limitations to this research design may be due to modification of the original
TIP1 (seven point Likert scale) and Physical Attractiveness Appraisal (seven
point semantic differential scale).

8. Limitations to this research design may be due to combing demographic
information such as age, total years in policing, etc., in contrast to gaining
specifics, i.e. actual age.

9. The study did not include geographic areas of the United States. Therefore, it
is unknown if chiefs and subordinate police executives from specific areas of
the country promote or perceive promotion similarly or differently.

10. A number of respondents only partially completed the survey.

11. Wording of the Physical Attractiveness Appraisal, specifically Very good
looking and Not very good looking, and Very attractive and Not very attractive

may have confused participants.
Recommendations for Future Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate police promotion and channels of
mobility from an "appointed perspective" by those who do the appointments, as well as
those chosen for the appointment. The first goal was to describe the characteristics of
police chiefs and subordinate police executives, and examine the importance of nonperformance based criteria and performance based criteria used in promotion decisionmaking by police chiefs and perceptions of use by subordinate police executives. The
second was to extend the intra-organizational mobility model developed by Beehr and
Taber (1 993), with four additional non-performance based criteria of office politics, trust,
personality, and physical attractiveness, to examine its explanatory power, and the
reliability and validity of the new factors in the context of the original model.
In regard to the former, the study identified who these people are and what
emphasis they place non-performance and performance based criteria within the
promotional process. Future research is needed in the area of general promotional
processes, especially in terms of performance and non-performance criteria, if there is to
be an improvement in policing as a profession. For example, as the economy now
appears to be weaker than in the past ten years, those programs that were put into place
during economic growth periods must still be maintained, to some degree, in order to
meet citizen expectations, decrease crime or the perception of crime, and improve quality

of life issues. To accomplish this, individual performance must be accurately measured
to ensure that those most capable of performing well are recognized as such. Both groups
in this study identified performance based criteria as being more significant than nonperformance based criteria.
The Four-Factor IMCQ was a good instrument to start off with. It provided a
foundation of questions that, although were not designed specifically for the police
environment, did a good job of identifying general performance and non-performance
based criteria. A recommendation for future study would be to modify the IMCQ,
specifically with police related managerial items in mind. For example, Reliable I -

Doing a goodjob might be augmented to Doing a goodjob handling trace complaints
?om citizens, accomplishing goals and objectives, and staying within budget
requirements.
Reliable performance and exceptional performance measures may be closely
related. To contrast the two types of performance, future surveys may distinguish
questions such as "Doing a good job" with "Doing an outstandingjob." Another
example may be "Completes traces on time" with Completes traces in advance of trace
dates."
Trust in general police work is based on a number of variables. For example,
helping someone get through the academy process by helping them study and pass
examination after examination might be looked upon as being so significant, that the one
assisted may feel, regardless of time that the person who helped them may still be
counted on. It may have been a previous mentor who assisted the chief by implementing
performance measures that assisted the chief in rising through the ranks. This survey did

not address either one. So when is trust established? And, as identified in this survey, in
the first five years of a chiefs assignment, in a new police department, what criteria do
they use to determine trust? Future studies should focus on relationship type instruments
that include measurements to determine police trust in short term (chiefs 1-5 years) and
long term (subordinate police executives 21-25).
Office politics have shown some significance in terms of response by subordinate
police executives and, to a lesser degree, by chiefs. Future research should attempt to
identify if specifics that appear to be related to this factor. An example of a more direct
question would be to chiefs, "Have you ever allowed politics to influence your decision
making in regard to promotion?"
Physical attractiveness was questioned by a number of chiefs and subordinate
police personnel who asked the relevance of this to police promotion. Although I could
not address it for fear of influencing those surveyed, I would be more specific with
questions addressing this factor in the future. For example, instead of asking how good
looking or not good looking someone is, it should be asked in terms of "does not
represent the department well in a uniform" to "represents the department well in a
uniform." "When a command level subordinate enters a room, do they appear confident
to do they appear arrogant?"
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Appendix A
Survey

Part 1Characteristics
Instructions: Please fill in the blank or check the response that most accurately
describes you.

1. Gender (Check one):
l=Male
2=Female
2. Age in years (Check one):

1=21-31
2~32-42
3=43-53
4=54-64
5~65-74
6=75 and older
3. Marital Status (Check one):
l=Single
2=Married
3=Divorced/Separated
4=Widow/ or Widower

4. Race (Select the primary race you consider yourself to be):
l=White
2=Black or African American
3=American Indian or Alaska Native
4=Asian
5=Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
5. Ethnicity (Check one):
l=Hispanic or Latino
2=Not Hispanic or Latino

6. Your Highest Education Level (Check one):
l=Professional (M,MS, ME, MD, PhD, LLD, and the like)
2=Four-year college graduate (BA, BS, B M , and the like)
3=0ne to three years college (also business schools)
4=High school graduate
5=General Education Degree (GED)
7. Police ChieflDirectorlSheriff (Head of Agency):
l=Yes
2=No

8. If you answered no,please check one category. Note: Appointed position means
promotion was made through no formal examination, i.e. written or oral
examination (excludes in-house interview), assessment center, etc.
l=Sergeant or equivalent (appointed)
2=Lieutenant or equivalent (appointed)
3=Captain or equivalent (appointed)
4=Commander or equivalent (appointed)
5=Bureau Commander or equivalent (appointed)
6=Senior Bureau Commander (appointed)
7=Major or equivalent (appointed)
8=Assistant Chief or equivalent (appointed)

9. Total years in policing:
1=1-5 years
2=6-10 years
3=11-15 years
4=16-20 years
5=21-25 years
6=26-30 years
7=3 1-35 years
8=36-40 years
9=41-45 years
10=46t years

10. Total years on your department:
1=1-5 years
2=6-10 years
3=11-15 years
4=16-20 years
5=2 1-25 years
6=26-30 years
7=31-35 years
8=36-40 years
9=41-45 years
10=46+ years
11. Total years at your current appointed position:
1=1-5 years
2=6-10 years
3=11-15 years
4=16-20 years
5=21-25 years
6=26-30 years
7=3 1-35 years
8=36-40 years
9=41-45 years

10=46+ years

12. Total years in appointed positions on your department:
1=1-5 years
2=6-10 years
3=11-15 years
4=16-20 years
5=21-25 years
6=26-30 years
7=3 1-35 years
8=36-40 years
9=41-45 years
10=46+ years

13. Size of your Department:
1=Less than 10 sworn officers
2=10-25 sworn officers
3=25-50 sworn officers
4=50-100 sworn officers
5=100-200 sworn officers
6=200-500 sworn officers
7=More than 500 sworn officers

Criteria Used in Promotion
Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the importance of each of the following factors in promoting
subordinates to command level positions through the appointment process (no formal examination, i.e.
written or oral examination, assessment center, etc)
Directions to Subordinate Amointed Executives: As the recipient of being promoted to an
appointed position, (no formal examination, i.e. written or oral examination (excludes in-house
interview), assessment center, etc), please rate 'how important each of the following factors were in
your most recent command level promotion
Check one box for each factor between 1 and 7. where:
(Very Unimportant) 1
Part 2
1. 'doing a good job'
2. 'good attendance,'
3. 'seniority,'
4. 'experience and ability,' '
5. length of time since last promotion,'
6 . 'having the right skills.'
7. 'having good ideas and initiative,'
8. 'leadership ability,'
9. 'working long hours,'
10. 'showing good judgment,'
11. 'coming up with lots of ideas,'
12.unusually good work.'
13.race of employee,' (Part 3a)
14.'sex of employee,'
15,'educational level of employee.'
16,'getting the right breaks,' (Part 3b)
17.'how well one's supervisor likes the
employee,'
18.'having friends or relatives higher up'
19,'which formal group the employee is in
(e.g. department, section, etc.)'
20. informal friendships with coworkers

2

3

4

Unimportant
1
2

5

6

7 (Very Important)

3

4

5

o

Very Important
6
7
[11

D

n

13

o
o

D

D

0

0

o
Note. From "Perceived Intra-Organizational Mobility: Reliable Versus Exceptional
Performance as Means to Get Ahead," by Beehr and Taber, 1993, Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 14,579-594. Copyright by Beehr and Taber. Adapted with permission.
D

Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the importance of each of the following factors in promoting
subordinates to command level positions through the amointment process (no formal examination, i.e.
written or oral examination, assessment center, etc).
Directions to Subordinate Appointed Executives: As the recipient of being promoted to an
appointed position, (no formal examination, i.e. written or oral examination (excludes in-house
interview), assessment center, etc), please rate 'how important each of the following factors were in
your most recent command level promotion.
Check one box for each factor where:
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neither agree nor disagree 4 = Agree

Part 3c
1. Speak out frankly even when they are
critical of well-established ideas.

1

2

3

4

5

D

2. Good ideas are desired even if it
means disagreeing with superiors.

3. Agree with powerful others in the
workplace as the best alternative
4.

Do not to rock the boat

0

0

0

5. Remains quiet than to fight the
system.

6. Tells others what they want to hear.

0

7. It is safer to think what you are told
than to make up your own mind.
Note. From "Further Validation of the Perception of Politics Scale (POPS): A Multiple
Sample Investigation," by Kacmar & Carlson, 1997, Journal ofManagement, 23,627658. Adapted with permission.

Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the importance of each of the following factors in promoting
subordinates to command level positions through the appointment process (no formal examination, i.e.
written or oral examination, assessment center, etc).
Directions to Subordinate A~pointedExecutives: As the recipient of being promoted to an
appointed position, (no formal examination, i.e. written or oral examination (excludes in-house
interview), assessment center, etc), please rate 'how important each of the following factors were in
your most recent command level promotion.
Check one box for each factor where:
1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Neither agree nor disagree 4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree

Part 3d

1. Tells the truth about the limits of their
knowledge.

2. Can be counted on to do what they say
they will do.
3. Honest in describing their experience
and abilities.
4. Answers personal questions honestly.

0

o

Note. From "A Configurational Approach to Interpersonal Relations: Profiles of
workplace Social Relations and Task Interdependence," by, J.L. Pearce, S.M. Somrner,
A. Morris, and M. Fridgeger, 1992, GSM Working Paper # 0B9201.5, University of
California, 1-33. Adapted with permission.

Directions to Police Chiefs: Please rate the extent you agree that each pair of factors is
important in promoting appointed subordinates to command level positions, even if one
characteristic applies more strongly than the other.
Directions to Subordinate Executives: As the recipient of being promoted to an appointed
position, please rate the extent you agree that each pair of traits were important to your most
recent command level promotion, even if one characteristic applied more strongly than the other.
Check one box for each pair of traits where:
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 =Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
Part 3e

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

1. Extraverted, enthusiastic

0

0

n

2. Critical, quarrelsome
3. Dependable, self-disciplined
4. Anxious, easily upset
5. Open to new experiences,
complex.

o

n
n

6.
7.
8.
9.

Reserved, quiet
Sympathetic, warm
Disorganized, careless
Calm, emotionally stable
10. Conventional, uncreative

o

0

13

D

Note. From "A Very Brief Measure of the Big-Five Personality Domains," by S.D.
Gosling, P.J. Rentfrow, and W.B. Swann, 2003, Journal ofResearch in Personality, 37,
504-528. Adapted with permission.
Directions to Police Chiefs: Rate the degree to which you feel one way or the other for

each of these two characteristics.
Directions to Subordinate Executives: Rate the degree to which you feel one way or the

other for each of these two characteristics.
Part 3f
1, not good looking
2. not attractive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
Good looking

~1

Note. From "PhysicalAttractiveness of the

~3

attractive

Service Worker and its Effects on the Customer
in the Moment of Truth," by M. Soderlund and C.R. Julander, 2006, Center for
Consumer Marketing, Stockholm School of Economics, 1-13. Adapted with permission.

Appendix B
Permission Letter to Mr. Christian Faulkner

April 3,2008
Mr. Christian Faulkner
International Association of Chiefs of Police
Dear Mr. Faulkner:
My name is Bill Press, and I am an Active Member of the International
Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) and the Executive Officer of the Miami-Dade
Police Department's Crime Scene Investigations Bureau in Doral, Florida. Currently, I
am in the process of completing my doctorial work in Global Leadership in Corporate
and Organizational Management, at Lynn University, by investigating factors that
influence the police promotional process for command level personnel. The purpose of
this research study is to identify those factors that have been successful in the upward
mobility process.
I would be forever indebted to you if you could assist me in streamlining the
process of gathering the names and email addresses of the active membership, as 1) that
you are the Membership Information and Benefits representative of our organization and
2) have complied with similar requests in the recent past. I realize that the information is
available on the website; however, rather than selecting each name individually, which
would literally take me weeks or months to do, I would appreciate it if you could, instead,
forward a spreadsheet with the information.
The academic survey that will go out to our membership will, if completed, take
the participant 5-15 minutes to complete. A customized survey invitation will be made
available with the Authorization for Voluntary Consent form and a link to the survey.
Participation in the survey is strictly voluntary. Potential participants will read the
authorization for voluntary consent before beginning the survey, and, if the participants
agree to participate in the online survey, within the email the participants must click the 'I
agree' button and will be directed to a secure webpage that contains the authorization for
voluntary consent form. Further, the survey questionnaire itself does not request personal
identifier and participants will complete the survey anonymously. In addition, the survey
data will be securely stored in lock cabinets (hard copy surveys) or on a password
protected computer and will be destroyed after five years.
;
; or
I can be reached at
. Thank you in advance for this consideration.
Sincerely,

Bill D. Press, Captain
Miami-Dade Police Department

Appendix C
Permission Letter from Mr. Christian Paulkner

I-fj~ttachmentscan contain viruses that may harm your computer. Attachments may not display correctly.
Bill Press
From:
To:

Press, Bill D. (MDPD)
Bill Press

Sent: Mon 5/12/2008 10:42 AM

cc:
Subject:

RN: Membership Spreadsheet Request

ijernail 2.xls(3MBl

From: Christian Faulkner
Sent: Wednesday, April 23,2008 2:07 PM
To: Press, Bill D. (MDPD)
Subject RE: Membership Spreadsheet Request

Here is the file with all IACP members at the command level with e-mail in the US.
cdf

Christian D. Faulkner
Manager, Member Services
International Association of Chiefs of Police
515 N. Washington Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-2357 USA
Phone:
FAX:
httu://www.theiac4.orq

Appendix D
Permission Letter to Dr. Magnus Siiderlund

April 3,2008
Dr. Magnus Soderlund

Dear Dr. Soderlund:
My name is Bill Press and I am a doctoral candidate at Lynn University in Boca
Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership in Corporate and Organizational
Management. My dissertation proposal, Police Chiefs ' Use and Executive Subordinates '
Perceived Use of Non-Performance and Performance Based Criteria in Promotional
Decisions: Organizational Mobility Channels. I plan to examine nine constructs, which
include reliable and exceptional performance, demographics, luck, favoritism, ofice
politics, trust, personality, and physical attractiveness, from a random sample of 5,000
police chiefs and subordinate executive level command personnel who will be invited to
participate in this online survey. I am writing you to formally request your permission to
use two items of your and Dr. Claes-Robert Julander's (2006) Physical Attractiveness
Scale.
I would greatly appreciate your approval of my request. If you require any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
or
. My dissertation Chair is Dr. Adam Kosnitzky, who can be reached at
or
If you agree with the terms described above, please sign and date the release form
. Thank you in advance for this
below, and email it back to me at
consideration.
Sincerely,
Bill D. Press
Permission granted for the use of the material described above:
NoYes Dr. Magnus Soderlund

Date

Appendix E
Permission Letter from Dr. Magnus Soderlund

Hi Bill,
Yes, of course you can use this scale.
Best regards,
Magnus Soderlund

-----Original Message----From: Bill Press
Sent: den 9 april2008 00:14
To:
Subject: Request

u]

Appendix P
Permission Letter to Dr. Dawn S. Carlson

April 3,2008
Dear Dr. Carlson:
My name is Bill Press and I am a doctoral candidate at Lynn University in Boca
Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership in Corporate and Organizational
Management. My dissertation proposal, Police Chiefs ' Use and Executive Subordinates '
Perceived Use of Non-Performance and Performance Based Criteria in Promotional
Decisions: Organizational Mobility Channels. I plan to examine nine constructs, which
includes ofice politics, from a random sample of 5,000 police chiefs and subordinate
executive level command personnel who will be invited to participate in this online
survey. I am writing you to formally request your permission to use your and Kacmar's
(1997) Perception of Organizational Politics Scale, with seven items.
I would greatly appreciate your approval of my request. If you require any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
or
. My dissertation Chair is Dr. Adam Kosnitzky, who can be reached at
mor
.
If you agree with the terms described above, please sign and date the release form
below, and enlail it back to me at
. Thank you in advance for this
consideration.
Sincerely,
Bill D. Press
Permission granted for the use of the material described above:
NoYes Dr. Dawn S. Carlson

Date

Appendix G
Permission Letter from Dr. Dawn S. Carlson

Best of luck with your research. Let me know if you need something more formal.
Dr. Carlson

Dawn S. Carlson, Ph. D.
Associate Professor of Management
One Bear Place #98006
Hankamer School of Business
Baylor University
Waco, TX 76798-8006
phone:
fa:
e-mail:

........

...........

-----Original Message----From: Bill Press
Sent: Wednesday, April 09,2008 6:21 PM
To: Carlson, Dawn S.
Subject: Permission Request

]

Appendix H
Permission Letter to Dr. Jone L. Pearce

April 3,2008
Dr. Jone L. Pearce
University of California, Irvine
Dear Dr. Pearce:
My name is Bill Press and I am a doctoral candidate at Lynn University in Boca
Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership in Corporate and Organizational
Management. My dissertation proposal, Police Chiefs ' Use and Executive Subordinates '
Perceived Use of Non-Performance and Performance Based Criteria in Promotional
Decisions: Organizational Mobility Channels. I plan to examine nine constructs, which
includes trust as a dimension, from a random sample of 5,000 police chiefs and
subordinate executive level command personnel who will be invited to participate in this
online survey. I am writing you to formally request your permission to use the (1992)
individual Disposition to Trust scale.
I would greatly appreciate your approval of my request. If you require any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
or
. My dissertation Chair is Dr. Adam Kosnitzky, who can be reached at
or
.
If you agree with the terms described above, please sign and date the release form
. Thank you in advance for this
below, and email it back to me at
consideration.
Sincerely,
Bill D. Press
Permission granted for the use of the material described above:
NoYes -

Dr. Jone L. Pearce

Date

Appendix I
Permission Letter from Dr. Jone Pearce

Dear Mr. Press,
You certainly have my permission. I would ask you the favor of citing
the original source.
Best of luck,
Jone
Professor Jone L. Pearce
The Paul Merage School of Business
University of California, Irvine
Irvine, CA 92697-3 125
USA

fax
httv://web.merage.uci.edu/-vearcel

Appendix J
Permission Letter to Dr. Sam Gosling

April 3,2008
Dr. Sam Gosling
Department of Psychology
University of Texas
1 University Station
Austin, Texas 78712
Dear Dr. Gosling:
My name is Bill Press and I am a doctoral candidate at Lynn University in Boca
Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership in Corporate and Organizational
Management. My dissertation proposal, Police Chiefs' Use and Executive Subordinates'
Perceived Use of Non-Performance and Performance Based Criteria in Promotional
Decisions: Organizational Mobility Channel. I plan to examine nine constructs, which
include reliable and exceptional performance, demographics, luck, favoritism, ofice
politics, trust, personality, and physical attractiveness, from a random sample of 5,000
police chiefs and subordinate executive level command personnel who will be invited to
participate in this online survey. I am writing you to formally request your permission to
use the Ten-Item Personality Inventory, developed by you, Peter Rentfrow, and William
Swan (2003).
I would greatly appreciate your approval of my request. If you require any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
or
My dissertation Chair is Dr. Adam Kosnitzky, who can be reached at
or
If you agree with the terms described above, please sign and date the release form
. Thank you in advance for this
below, and email it back to me at
consideration.
Sincerely,
Bill D. Press
Permission granted for the use of the material described above:
NoYes Dr. Sam Gosling

Date

Appendix K
Permission Letter from Dr. Sam Gosling

Hi Bill,
Thanks for your note. Yes, anyone is free to use the TIPI. No need to
ask.
best, Sam G
On Apr 8,2008, at 5:12 PM, Bill Press wrote:

> April 3,2008
>
>
>
> Dr. Sam Gosling
>
> Department of Psychology
>
> University of Texas
>

> 1 University Station
>
> Austin, Texas 78712

Appendix L
Permission Letter to Dr. Terry Beehr

April 3,2008
Dr. Terry Beehr
Sloan Hall 233
Central Michigan University
Mt. Pleasant, MI48859
Dear Dr. Beehr
My name is Bill Press and I am a doctoral candidate at Lynn University in Boca
Raton, Florida. My major is Global Leadership with specialization in Corporate and
Organizational Management. My dissertation proposal, Police Chiefs ' Use and Executive
Subordinates' Perceived Use of Non-Performance and Performance Based Criteria in
Promotional Decisions: Organizational Mobility Channels. I plan to examine nine
constructs, which include reliable and exceptional performance, demographics, luck,
favoritism, ofice politics, trust, personality, and physical attractiveness, from a random
sample of 5,000 police chiefs and subordinate executive level command personnel who
will be invited to participate in this online survey. I am writing you to formally request
your and Dr. Thomas D. Taber's (1993) Intra-Mobility Channels Questionnaire.
I would greatly appreciate your approval of my request. If you require any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
or
My dissertation Chair is Dr. Adam Kosnitzky, who can be reached at
r
If you agree with the terms described above, please sign and date the release form
. Thank you in advance for this
below, and email it back to me at
consideration.
Sincerely,
Bill D. Press
Permission granted for the use of the material described above:
NoYes Dr. Terry Beehr

Date

Appendix M
Permission Letter from Dr. Terry A. Beehr

Dear Dr. Beehr,
Most importantly, thank you for the quick response. Actually, I would like to extend the
IMCQ (1993), with four additional non-performance based criteria of office politics,
trust, personality, and physical attractiveness, to examine its explanatory power, and the
reliability and validity of the new factors in the context of the original model. I hope you
concur.
Sincerely,
Bill Press

From: Beehr, Terry A
Sent: Wed 4/9/2008 10:03 AM
To: Bill Press
Subject: RE: Request
Hello Bill,
You don't actually need permission to use the IMCQ. It is not
copyrighted and we intend for it to be publicly available for research.
The Questionnaire (Intraorganizational Mobility Channels Questionnaire,
IMCQ) can be adapted if you wish-to add an item or two. We do that in
specific situations where there is some local information that it might
be useful to add another item.
Terry Beehr
-----Original Message----From: Bill
1 Press
- 1
Sent: Tuesday, April 08,2008 6:01 PM
To: Beehr, Terry A
Subject: Request
April 3,2008
Dr. Thomas D. Taber
University at Albany
Business Administration 3 17A
1400 Washington Avenue
Albany, NY 12222

Appendix N
Authorization for Voluntary Consent

IRB Application and Protocol for Review of A New Project: IRB FORM 1

POSSIBLE BENEFITS: There may be no direct benefit to you in participating in this research;
however, knowledge may be gained, which may help identify and improve promotional
opportunities and training for future police administrators
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS: There is no financial compensation for your participation in
this research. There are no costs to you as a result of your participation in this study.
ANONYMITY: Anonymity will be maintained to the degree permitted by the technology used.
Specifically, no guarantees can be made regarding the interception of data sent via the Internet
by any third parties. The researcher will not identify you and data will be reported as "group"
responses. Participation in this survey is voluntary and proceeding with completing the survey
will constitute your informed consent to participate. Your e-mail address, IP address, and
individual responses will not be identified nor tracked as part of data collection.

The data results of this study may be published in a dissertation, scientific journals, or presented
at professional meetings. In addition, your individual privacy will be maintained in all publications
or presentations resulting from this study.
RGHT TO WITHDRAW: You are free to choose whether or not to participate in this study. There
will be no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled if you choose not to
participate.
CONTACTS FOR QUESTIONSIACCESS TO CONSENT FORM: Any further questions you
have about this study or your participation in it, either now or any time in the future, will be
answered by Bill D. Press, who may be reached
, and Dr. Adam Kosnitzky, his
faculty advisor, who may be reached at
. For any questions regarding your rights
as a research subject, you may call Dr. Farideh Farazmand, Chair of the Lynn University
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, at
. If any
problems arise as a result of your participation in this study, please call the Principal Investigator
(Bill D. Press) and the faculty advisor (Dr. Kosnitzky) immediately. You may print off a copy of
this consent form.
INVESTIGATOR'S AFFIDAVIT: I hereby certify that a written explanation of the nature of the
above project has been provided to the person participating in this project. A copy of the written
documentation is attached hereto. By the person's consent to voluntarily participate in this study,
the person has represented that she is
at least 18 years of age, and that she does not have a medical problem or language or
educational barrier that precludes her understanding of my explanation. Therefore, I hereby
certify that to the best of my knowledge the person participating in this project understands clearly
and risks involved in her participation.

4{DY

Date of IRB Approval by Lynn University's Institutional Review Board:
Date of IRB Expiration: 0
/)
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Appendix 0
Invitation to Participate In Study

May 15,2008
Dear fellow IACP associate:
My name is Bill Press, and I am an Active Member of the International Association of
Chiefs of Police and a Police Captain with the Miami-Dade Police Department, Doral, Florida.
Currently, I am in the process of completing my doctoral work in Global Leadership, with a
specialization in Corporate and Organizational Management at Lynn University, and
investigating several factors that may affect the upward mobility process.

I

I will be forever grateful to you if you will assist me in this important endeavor by
accepting this invitation, which should only take ten minutes or less of your Gme. The instrument
itself does not request a personal identifier and your participation will remain completely
anonymous. As a result, only the survey data will be retained and it will be securely stored in a
locked cabinet (hard copy surveys) and a password protected computer, and will be destroyed
after five years. For further information, I can be reached at
; or
. Thank you in advance for your participation.
To participate, please click onto the following link and accept the Authorization for
Voluntary Consent:

Sincerely,
Bill D. Press, PhDc

Appendix P
Reminder Invitation to Participate in Study

May 27,2008
Dear fellow IACP associate:
On May 15, 2008, I asked you to participate in my study to examine several factors that
may affect the upward mobility process. In my original correspondence, I explained that the
instrument itself did not request a personal identifier and that your participation would remain
completely anonymous. Because this remains the case, I am asking you to participate if you have
not already done so by clicking onto the below link, accepting the Authorization for Voluntary
Consent, and completing the entire survey, which should take approximately ten minutes or less.
If you have already participated, please do not resubmit a second time. Instead, allow me
to personally thank you for your valuable time and effort. For further information, I can be
;
;
or
reached at
To participate, please click the following link:

Sincerely,
Bill D. Press, PhDc

Annex Q
Authorization and Informed Consent

costs to you as a result of your participation in this study.
ANONYMITY: Anonymity will be maintainedto the degree permitted by the technology used. Specifically, no guarantees
can be made regarding the interception of data sent via the Internet by any third parties. The researcher will not identify
you and data will be reported as "group" responses. Participation in this survey is voluntary and proceedingwith
completing the survey will constitute your informed consent to participate. Your e-mail address, IP address, and individual
responseswill not be identified nor tracked as part of data collection.
The data results of this study may be published in a diiertation, scientificjournals, or presentedat professional meetlngs.
In addition, your individual privacy will be maintained in all publications or presentations resultingfrom this study.
RGHT TO WITHDRAW You are free to choose whether or not to participate in this study. There will be no penalty or loss
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled if you choose not to participate.
CONTACTS FOR QUESTIONSIACCESSTO CONSENT FORM: Any further que$tions you have about this study or your
participation in it, either now or any time in the future, will be answered by Bill D. Press, who may be reached at
, and Dr. Adam Kosnitzky, his faculty advlsor, who may be reached at
. For any questions
regarding your rights as a research subject. you may call Dr. Farideh Farazmamd, Chair of the Lynn University Institutional
Rev~ewBoard for the Protection of Human Subjects, at
If any problems arise as a result of your
partlc~patlon
In this study, please call the Prlnc~pallnvest~gator(Bill D. Press) and the faculty advisor (Or. Kosnitzky)
Immed~ately.You may print off a copy of this consent form.
INVESTIGATOR'SAFFIDAVIT: I hereby certify that a written explanation of the nature of the above projeot has been
provided to the person participatingin this project. A copy of the written documentationis attached hereto. By the person's
consent to voluntarily participate in this study, the person has represented that hdshe Is at least 18 years of age, and that
helshe does not have a medical problem or language or educational barrier that precludes her understanding of my
explanation. Therefore, I hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge the person participating in this project
understandsclearly the nature, demands, benefits, and risks involved in her participation.

Bill D. Press
Signature of Investigator
Date of IRE Approval by Lynn University's institutional Review Board: 04115f2008
Date of IRE Exoiration: 0010012008

1. If you wish to participate, you MUST clickYES below:

P"
If you wish to participate, you MUST clickYES below: Yes, I agree to partlcipate in thisstudy

r

No, Ifo not egree fo partlcipate in this study
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